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ABSTRACT 
This study investigated the effects of a computer-mediated (CM) interaction task on 
university level English as a second language (ESL) learners' lexical development while 
doing collaborative dialogues using MSN instant messenger in non-native student to non-
native student (NNS-NNS) dyads. In particular, the study examined the learners' interaction 
by looking at MSN messenger scripts to find the negotiation routines. Also, the mean pre-test 
and two post-test scores were compared to assess the acquisition of new lexical items. This 
study investigated whether the learners used an online dictionary and whether they selected 
the most appropriate words in the given context. 
The participants were 10 (6 male, 4 female) native Koreans who were enrolled in 
Iowa State University. The research design included a pre-test, a treatment activity, an 
immediate post-test, and a 3 week delayed post-test. The pre-test containing 35 vocabulary 
words whose referents were food and kitchen items was given to choose the target items. The 
type of treatment activity used in this study was an information-gap activity in which the 
students were required to request and obtain information from each other to complete the 
task. Two post-tests (immediate and delayed) were administered to assess the acquisition of 
new lexical items. The immediate and delayed post-tests were offered to students 1 day and 3 
weeks after the treatment activity. Finally, each participant completed a follow-up survey 
regarding the computer-assisted language learning (CALL) task they had performed. 
The result showed that the CM interaction task helped the students to acquire new 
lexical items, especially when they interacted with the words. Moreover, all of the students 
were able to negotiate the meaning of new lexical items while completing their tasks, 
especially on the first day activities. All of the eight target lexical items prompted negotiation 
for all of the dyads. In addition, most of the students reported a positive attitude towards CM 
interaction and that they found synchronous chat as an interesting way of learning. 
Moreover, the data suggested that the CM interaction task encouraged the students to use 
various types of interactional modifications. The online dictionary was actively, and in some 
instances creatively, used by the students. However, the online dictionary did not sufficiently 
help the learners to understand the words. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Improvements in technology, especially the spread of computers and the use of the 
Internet, have created an environment in which a learner can engage in interactive learning. 
Hatch (1978, in Ellis, 1999) suggested that "learners can learn a second language through the 
process of interacting rather than just manifesting what they have already learned in 
interaction" (Ellis, 1999). However, English language education in Korea is geared towards 
preparing for a standard university entrance exam, and thus the classes are more focused on 
grammar and reading comprehension. Even though Korean students learn English at school 
for almost ten years, they fail to develop English communication skills. In an English as a 
foreign language (EFL) environment like Korea, there are limited opportunities for learners 
to engage in authentic interaction in the target language. 
However, the computer-assisted language learning (CALL) literature and previous 
research studies have suggested that computer-mediated communication (CMC) may 
represent an ideal environment for promoting second language (SL) development via various 
types of interactions. Many recent studies (Chun, 1994; De la Fuente, 2003; Pelletieri, 2000; 
Salaberry, 2000; Smith, 2004) have investigated the benefits of computer-mediated (CM) 
interaction in L2 acquisition. In particular, the findings from Blake's (2000) research 
suggested that "CMC can provide many of the alleged benefits ascribed to the Interaction 
Hypothesis" (p. 120). Therefore, in an EFL context such as Korea's education system, CMC 
may have the potential to function as an alternative way of teaching and learning. 
Few studies (De la Fuente, 2003; Ellis, 1994), however, have been conducted to 
investigate the effects of negotiation of meaning in the development of L2 vocabulary 
learning. Interest in this research comes from a class project for English 526, Computer-
Assisted Language Learning (CALL), at Iowa State University, in which the researcher was 
exposed to De la Fruente's (2003) study. This study triggered the researcher's interest in CM 
interaction and the researcher decided to replicate the study and add a new variable as a help 
option, an online dictionary. This study examines whether a CM interaction task 
(collaborative dialogue) and an online dictionary help learners to negotiate the meaning of 
new lexical items and promote lexical development. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the effects of a CM interaction task on 
university level ESL learners' lexical development. The students participated in collaborative 
dialogues using MSN instant messenger in non-native to non-native (NNS-NNS) dyads. The 
study will examine whether CM interaction helps the learners to acquire new lexical items. In 
addition, the study will reveal whether ESL learners negotiated the meaning of new lexical 
items in the CM environment. The study will also examine whether ESL learners use the 
online dictionary and whether the online dictionary helps the learners to better negotiate the 
meaning of new lexical items. 
Rationale 
The guiding theory of this study is the interactionist Second Language Acquisition 
(SLA) theory. The focal interaction of the interaction hypothesis is the negotiation of 
meaning. The term negotiation is defined as "the modification and restructuring of 
interaction that occurs when learners and interlocutors anticipate, perceive, .or experience 
difficulties in message comprehensibility" (Pica, 1994, p. 494). The underlying assumption 
in negotiation research is that negotiation increases the possibility that the language used in 
the process of negotiation will be of benefit to the learner in the development of L2. In other 
words, while learners are interacting with the task, they can make connections between form 
and meaning, and this could benefit the learners (Long, 1996; Pica, 1994). 
Many recently conducted research studies (Chun, 1994; De la Fuente, 2003; Pelletieri, 
2000; Salaberry, 2000; Smith, 2004) have investigated the benefits of CM interaction in L2 
acquisition and revealed positive aspects of synchronous interaction from mUltiple 
perspectives. Specifically, the studies showed the positive aspects of negotiation of meaning 
on interactional competence (Chun, 1994) and morpho syntactic development (Pelletieri, 
2000; Salaberry, 2000). However, among these studies, De la Fuente's (2003) study caught 
the researcher's interest. De la Fuente investigated whether CM interaction and an 
information-gap task helped students advance in their written (reading and writing) and oral 
(listening and speaking) lexical knowledge and whether CM interaction is as effective as 
face-to-face oral interaction. The results showed that both CM interaction and face-to-face 
interaction seem to be equally effective in promoting written receptive and productive 
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acquisition and retention of L2 vocabulary learning, but in promoting oral receptive and 
productive acquisition of L2 words, the CM interaction was less effective. However, she 
suggested that the CM interactive tasks seemed to be of great benefit helping learners 
advance in their L2 lexical development. The task type and positive results of this study 
motivated the researcher to investigate CM interaction tasks in depth. 
In this study, MSN messenger was used to investigate the effects of interaction tasks 
on ESL learners' vocabulary development. MSN messenger is an instant messaging program 
which allows the users to interact with each other synchronously. The screen is divided into 
two separate parts; in the top half of the screen, users can see their partners' replies along 
with previous messages, and in the bottom half, they can see their own messages letter by 
letter while typing them. These features allow the students to take turns such as they do in 
oral conversations and to focus on form and meaning more easily. As shown in Pellettieri's 
(2000) research, the results revealed that task-based synchronous network based 
communication (NBC) like chatting surely pushed the learners to negotiate meaning and 
focus on form while interacting with each other, thus, presumably resulting in the 
development of SL. The MSN messenger program allows the students to do collaborative 
dialogues, which provide the opportunities for negotiation of meaning. Thus, this program is 
an ideal tool to study negotiation of meaning. While doing the conversation with a partner 
(collaborative dialogue), the students are expected to notice new words and negotiate the 
meaning, which should subsequently lead to vocabulary learning. Furthermore, a help option 
is provided to students while completing their tasks. According to Chapelle (2004), learners' 
requests for help (e.g., online dictionary, text transcripts, or rephrasing) in a CALL 
environment can function as interactional modifications which provide opportunities for 
learners to negotiate meaning. In this study, an online dictionary is provided to ESL learners 
to better negotiate the meaning of new lexical items while completing their activities. 
Research Questions 
According to an interactionist approach to SLA, second language learners' ability is 
promoted by the means of conversational modifications or negotiation of meaning. The 
findings from the research studies mentioned above indicate that most of the time the 
negotiation of meaning occurred while the learners were doing collaborative dialogues. 
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However, few studies have investigated the effects of meaning negotiation in the 
development ofL2 vocabulary learning (De la Fuente, 2003; Ellis, 1994), especially with an 
online dictionary. Accordingly, the following research questions were investigated. 
1. Does CM interaction help university level ESL learners to acquire new lexical items? 
2. Does CM interaction help university level ESL learners to negotiate the meaning of 
new lexical items? 
3. Do university level ESL learners use an online dictionary during their interaction and 
does an online dictionary help the learners to better negotiate the meaning? 
Organization of the Study 
The next chapter provides an overview of theoretical issues involved in CM 
interaction, especially for acquisition of L2 lexical items and online help. Chapter 3 explains 
the materials and methods used in the study, including a description of the participating 
students and procedures. Chapter 4 presents the results pertaining to each research question; 
the answers to these research questions are revealed by the Camtasia recordings, MSN 
messenger log, pre-test and two post-test results, and a follow-up survey. Chapter 5 includes 
a summary of the results and a conclusion for the study; this chapter also addresses 
recommendations and directions for further research. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter provides an overview of research areas related to CM interaction in L2 
vocabulary learning and online help which is provided to the learners. In the first section of 
this chapter, the Interactionist SLA theory, a guiding theory of this activity, is reviewed 
especially looking at the negotiation of meaning. The second section deals with CM 
interaction on lexical acquisition and provides some evidence for the positive effects of 
negotiated interaction on vocabulary development. In the third section, the effects of online 
help options on lexical acquisition in a CM interaction environment are discussed, especially 
the studies which deal with online dictionary use. 
SLA, Interaction, and CM Communication 
The guiding theory of this research is the Interactionist SLA theory. The theory was 
used to form the theoretical basis of this SLA study. The primary goal for this activity is for 
learners to negotiate the meaning of the new lexical items by having a conversation with their 
partners through instant messages. According to an interactionist perspective on SLA, 
interaction fosters acquisition of new lexical items because the learners can negotiate the 
meaning of new lexical items while doing collaborative dialogues. The idea is that while 
learners are interacting with the task, they can make connections between form and meaning, 
and this could benefit the learners (Long, 1996; Pica, 1994). Long (1996) claims that 
interactive tasks which foster the negotiation of meaning subsequently lead to the 
development of a second language. Moreover, while negotiating, the learners receive 
modified input and produce pushed output (Swain, 1985 in De la Fuente, 2003), and it is this 
conscious noticing which makes the input become intake, i.e., internalized into a learner's 
inter-language (Schmidt, 1990). 
The interaction hypothesis was originally developed based on the interactions 
between human interlocutors. According to Ellis (1999), the term interaction is used to refer 
to both interpersonal (face-to-face communication) and intrapersonal (mental processing) 
activities. However, in a CALL environment, interaction between person and computer could 
have similar cognitive effects to interpersonal interaction (Chapelle, 2003). The research 
studies on CM interaction in L2 acquisition suggest that well-designed tasks which provide 
the learners to interact or communicate with each other can yield numerous benefits for L2 
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learners (Blake, 2000; Chapelle, 1997, 1998; Pelletieri, 2000; Salaberry, 1999; Warschauer, 
1997). 
Among other studies, Pellettieri (2000) investigated the effects of task-based 
synchronous chat on the development of grammatical competence among classroom learners. 
She tried to demonstrate principled ways to incorporate NBC chatting into the classroom. 
The author assumed that NBC would have the same benefits to second language learning as 
those gained from oral interactions. In her study, she used software called ytalk. This 
software enabled the users to communicate synchronously and showed the learners' 
messages letter by letter, as they were typed. Thus, the author thought this software was 
suitable for looking at grammatical competence. The participants for this study were 20 
intermediate level Spanish learners. To investigate the development of grammatical 
competence, five communication tasks were used, ranging from focused open conversation 
to closed tasks. The results of this study showed that task-based synchronous NBC like 
chatting surely pushed the learners to negotiate meaning and focus on form while interacting 
with each other, thus, resulting in the development of grammatical competence among 
classroom language learners. However, this study also demonstrated the importance of task 
type and task difficulty in task design, which consequently affected the quantity and type of 
negotiation produced while doing the tasks. She suggested that "synchronous network-based 
communication tasks should be goal-oriented, with a minimum of possible outcomes, and 
they should be designed in such a way that all participants are required to request and obtain 
information from one another for successful task completion" (p. 83). 
With similar objectives, Blake (2000) investigated the effects of synchronous CM 
interaction on L2 vocabulary acquisition. The participants for this study were 50 intermediate 
level Spanish learners at University of California at Davis who were asked to have 
discussions with their partners by using a synchronous chat program (Remote Technical 
Assistance). The results revealed that CMC surely stimulated L2learners to negotiate 
meaning, and specifically it was triggered by lexical confusions. Also, among four task types 
(Jigsaw, information-gap, decision-making, and opinion tasks), the Jigsaw tasks were 
superior to other tasks in prompting the learners to focus on form. Finally, he pointed out 
that the text-based nature of networked exchanges surely forced the learners to produce 
output identified as a crucial factor in SLA (Swain, 1985). 
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While the above study findings emphasize the importance of well-designed 
networked tasks, Chapelle (1998) provides some practical design features for CALL 
materials which may provide ideal conditions for SLA. According to her suggestions, it is 
these "ideal conditions such as input saliency, opportunities for interaction, and learner focus 
on communication" (Chapelle, 1998, p. 22) which should be considered in developing CALL 
software to create conditions that facilitate SLA. While Chapelle (1998) suggests some 
features for CALL material, Kitade's (2000) study shows three features of synchronous CMC 
which distinguishes it from other interactions but still provides possible benefits for L2 
learning environments. To address these interactional features in CMC, Kitade (2000) 
analyzed 11 advanced Japanese learners' Internet chat discussions using discourse analysis 
methods. The data analysis indicated that three features which facilitated the positive 
conditions of noticing, self-correction, negotiation of meaning, and collaborative learning for 
SLA were no tum-taking competition, text-based interaction, and a lack of nonverbal cues. 
Overall, she concluded that a CMC environment provides positive conditions for SLA. In 
particular, Kitade (2000) reports the effects of synchronous interactive tasks on the quantity 
of production of the learners and on also allowing the learners to read and revise the 
utterances they have produced, focus their attention to language forms, and self-correct their 
mistakes (Kitade, 2000; Salaberry, 2000). 
CM Interaction in L2 Lexical Items 
As mentioned in the introduction section, many research studies have investigated the 
effects of negotiation on morpho syntactic development, interactional competence, and 
socioculinguistic competence, but few studies have been done in the area of L2 vocabulary 
development. The studies by De la Fuente (2002,2003), Ellis and He (1999), and Ellis et. al. 
(1994) provide evidence for the benefits of pushed output on L2 vocabulary development. 
Among those studies, De la Fuente (2003) investigated whether CM interaction and an 
information-gap task helped students advance in their written (reading and writing) and oral 
(listening and speaking) lexical knowledge and whether it was as effective as face-to-face 
oral interaction. The participants of this research consisted of 20 beginner level Spanish 
learners of the Basic Language Program. They were randomly assigned to one of two 
experimental groups and worked in pairs: oral interaction group (10) and virtual chat group 
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(10). The research design consisted of the following: a pre-test, an information-gap activity, 
and a post-test (oral production -+ written production -+ oral recognition -+ written 
recognition). The results showed that both face-to-face and eM interaction seem to be 
equally effective in promoting written receptive and productive acquisition and retention of 
L2 vocabulary learning, but in promoting oral receptive and productive acquisition of L2 
words, the eM interaction was less effective. She concluded that "eM interaction tasks 
where negotiation of meaning takes place clearly seem to be of great benefit to help learners 
advance in their L2lexical development" (De la Fuente, 2003, p. 74). 
Another study that looked at pushed output was that by Ellis and He (1999). The 
study investigated the effects of premodified input, interactionally modified input, and 
modified output on comprehension (listen-and-do task) and acquisition (recognition and 
production) of new vocabulary words. The participants were 50 intermediate level English 
learners at Temple University, and they were assigned to three groups: pre modified, 
interaction ally modified, and modified output group. The research design included the 
following: pre-test, treatment, post-test 1, post-test 2, post-test 3, post-test 4, and post-test 5. 
The results showed that all three groups showed high levels of comprehension; however, the 
modified output group was better than the other two groups. The results for the acquisition of 
new vocabulary words revealed that all three groups obtained high levels of acquisition, and 
among those three groups, the modified output group showed higher retention of new 
vocabulary words. Along with these results, this study also showed that scores on the 
production part of the tests were lower than those on recognition tests. However, the 
researchers concluded that it was hard to design conditions which distinguished modified 
input and modified output, and thus, the result that the modified output group outperformed 
the other two groups can not be proven. They only said that interaction which leads the 
learners to use and negotiate new vocabulary items seems to provide better conditions for 
incidental vocabulary acquisition. 
A recent study by Smith (2004) provided additional evidence for the positive effects 
of the negotiated interaction on lexical acquisition, especially concrete nouns. He 
investigated the effects of negotiated interaction on lexical acquisition in a synchronous eM 
environment and also looked at which type of interactionally modified input, negotiated 
interaction or preemptive input, facilitates learners' receptive and productive knowledge. The 
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participants of this research consisted of 24 intermediate level ESL students (14 female and 
10 male) of an intensive English language program at a Midwestern university. The 
instrument used in this research was called ChatNet which allowed the students to interact 
with each other synchronously by typing messages on the screen. The participants were 
paired into 12 dyads by randomly assigning students to each sub group. The experiment 
consisted of the following design: a pre-test, a post-test, and a delayed post-test. The results 
revealed that learners can and do negotiate meaning when problems in communication arise 
in a CMC environment and such routines are extremely successful in resolving these 
difficulties. He concluded that negotiating the new lexical items may have heightened the 
degree of involvement in processing the target items more than providing preemptive input 
or ignoring the items. 
Likewise, Watanabe (1997) investigated input modification which is another main 
focus of the interaction hypothesis. He investigated the effects of different types of 
vocabulary explanations (glossing) on the vocabulary learning of ESL students. The 
participants, who were 231 undergraduate students in four universities in Japan, were 
randomly assigned to one of ten conditions. The ten conditions were made up of 
combinations of three glossing types (appositives, marginal glosses, and multiple-choice 
marginal glosses) and the existence of a translation task. The result for the first research 
question revealed that the effects for input modification showed statistical significance. Both 
the marginal glossed group and multiple-choice glossed group scored higher than the control, 
original, and appositive groups. The mean scores between the marginal group and multiple-
choice group had no significant differences. For the second research question, the result 
showed that appositives did not promote lexical acquisition. The mean scores between the 
marginal group and multiple-choice group was not different, and thus, the result for the third 
research question was negative. Moreover, evidence for the effects of the translation task on 
vocabulary retention was not found. Overall, Watanabe concluded that noticing the form, 
understanding the function, and form-function mapping are essential elements for language 
acquisition. 
Many research studies have found that the negotiation of meaning occurred more on 
lexical items, but Ortega (1997) pointed out that "it is unclear what aspects of communicative 
competence and language ability are being fostered in computer-assisted classroom 
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discussion (CACD) and which may be hindered" (p. 89). However, Blake (2000) suggested 
that "CMC learning environment could provide many of the alleged benefits ascribed to the 
Interactionist Hypothesis (Long, 1996), but with greatly increased possibilities for access 
outside of the classroom" (p. 132). The key issue for the success in CM interaction is 
suggested to be the design of the tasks. CM negotiation is sensitively related to the type of 
task performed (Pelletieri, 2000). 
Online Help 
In a CM environment, the interaction between a person and computer could also 
enhance learning by providing the learners the opportunities to obtain modified input 
(Chapelle, 2003). The interaction occurs when learners request help while reading or 
listening to a text. They can refer to an online dictionary, text transcripts, written or pictorial 
annotations, or click the glosses, which may indicate that they are noticing something in the 
text. In addition, more and more research on CALL presents findings on learner strategies, 
and results show that different language learners use different strategies. According to these 
studies, online help plays an important role in CALL materials as it provides immediate 
information to learners when they need it (Chou, 1992; Meskill, 1991 in Liou, 1997). Many 
studies dealing with the main issues related to the online help options have been conducted 
and they indicate that leamer-computer interaction was beneficial when acquiring incidental 
vocabulary words. 
A study by Liou (1997) examined the learners' interaction between online help 
options and its effectiveness on a listening comprehension task. The participants for this 
study were 20 EFL college students at a Taiwanese university and the material for this study 
was a self-paced interactive video unit which contained eight online help options and two 
control functions (pause and rewind). The participants were divided into two groups 
(effective and ineffective) according to their listening ability. The frequency result revealed 
that the ineffective group requested twice as much help as the effective group. The result for 
the type of help options showed that the ineffective group used audio replay the most and 
then English script. On the other hand, the effective group requested English script the most, 
followed by replay and Chinese script. However, the frequency of help option use had no 
effect on listening comprehension. 
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Hsu (1994) investigated student-computer interaction while students were working on 
a computer based listening exercise. She examined whether the students requested 
modifications (aural repetition, text reinforcement, and dictionary) when they heard unknown 
linguistic features and which types of modifications were thought to be helpful while doing 
their listening comprehension. The results showed that the students did request 
modifications; however, the modification pattern was different between lower proficiency 
and higher proficiency groups. The lower proficiency group followed an aural repetition-text 
reinforcement-dictionary pattern, while the higher proficiency group followed a text 
reinforcement-dictionary pattern. In addition, the students were more likely to acquire new 
words through the text reinforcement, and this was true especially for beginner level ESL 
students. The aural repetition type modification ranked second place, and the dictionary type 
modification ranked as the least helpful tool for listening comprehension. 
The effects of glosses on second language were investigated by Jacobs, Dufon, and 
Hong (1994), and the study examined the effects ofLI and L2 glosses on second language 
reading comprehension and vocabulary learning. In addition, the learners' attitudes towards 
the glosses were measured. The participants were 101 fourth-semester students enrolled in a 
Spanish language program at a large state university in the U.S. The students were randomly 
assigned to one of three treatment conditions in each section: (1) the control group, no 
glosses; (2) the first treatment group, English glosses; and (3) the second treatment group, 
Spanish glosses. The results for the recall task showed that the two glossed groups 
outperformed the no glossed group, but there was no significant difference. For the 
vocabulary tests, the immediate post-test was statistically significant, but the delayed post-
test was not significant. The result for the language of the gloss (LI or L2) showed that there 
was no significant difference whether the students used Ll or L2 gloss. Furthermore, most of 
the students responded that they preferred marginal glosses in the L2 only if they could 
understand them. For the last research question, the data revealed that preference of gloss 
type was significantly related to superior performance. Overall, the researcher suggested that 
glossing alone can not provide a rich environment for vocabulary acquisition, and thus, the 
vocabulary needs to be reinforced. 
Along with the above study, Jones (2004) investigated how pictorial and written 
annotations assist students in learning new vocabulary words while listening to an aural L2 
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passage in a multimedia environment. From the previous research, the researcher understands 
that it is necessary for the learners to have access to the word meanings, visually or verbally, 
while listening or reading. Eighty beginner level French learners enrolled at the University 
of Arkansas participated for Study 1 and 67 beginner level French learners at the same 
university participated for Study 2. Both studies used a pre-test and a post-test (immediate 
and delayed) design to attain the results. In Study 1, the written and pictorial vocabulary 
recognition was tested, and written vocabulary production was tested in Study 2. After the 
pre-test, the participants were randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups: (1) no 
annotations, (2) pictorial annotations, (3) written annotations, and (4) pictorial and written 
annotations. The results revealed that the first hypothesis was not supported; the students in 
all three treatment groups performed equally well as those in the control group on written and 
pictorial vocabulary recognition post-tests. However, the second hypothesis was confirmed in 
that the pictorial and written annotations group and the written annotation group recalled 
more vocabulary words. 
Turning to dictionary use, Laufer (2000) examined the relationship between SL 
learners' dictionary lookup patterns and their retention of the looked up words using a 
computer program called Words in Your Ear. According to the researcher, this program 
attempts to meet the requirements (eliciting target word look up, providing access to any and 
all types of dictionary information, tracking students' lookup behavior) which were outlined 
from previous studies, thus, providing insight into the effects of dictionary use on incidental 
vocabulary learning. This program consisted of four parts; (1) a pre-test; (2) a text with 
highlighted target words; (3) dictionary information for each word in the form of five options 
(meaning in English, translation into Ll, word pronunciation, root and extra information); 
and (4) log files for which every mouse click selecting from these options is recorded. The 
participants were 72 EFL university students from the University of Haifa and Hong Kong. 
The experiment used the following design: a pre-test, a tutorial, and a vocabulary retention 
test. 
The results showed that an online dictionary had a positive effect on incidental 
vocabulary learning. The Hebrew participants recalled a maximum of 83% of the words, 
while the Chinese participants recalled a maximum of 100% of the target items. For the 
second research question, the result was not clear enough to decide which look up pattern 
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was more effective for retention. Both the Hebrew and Chinese groups showed different 
lookup patterns and thereafter retention results. Thus, it was hard to decide which pattern led 
to good retention. However, the results showed that using the L1 annotations with L2 
promoted best scores. The result for the third research question showed that there was a low 
correlation between the number of lookups and retention. The researcher concluded that it 
was matter of attention during the lookup and not the number of lookups. 
Another study which looked at the dictionary use was performed by Hulstijn, 
Hollander, and Greidanus (1996). The study explored whether the reappearance of new 
words, which were combined with the provision of information concerning their meaning, 
would increase the probability of incidental vocabulary learning. The participants were 78 
advanced level learners of French from three Dutch universities. The task was a reading 
comprehension task, and the participants read a text under one of three conditions: marginal 
glosses (L1 translation); dictionary (access to dictionary); and control (no glosses and no 
dictionary). The result for the first hypothesis was partially confirmed, as expected; the 
marginal gloss group of students outperformed the other two groups, but the scores for the 
dictionary group were not significantly higher than those for the control group. The 
dictionary group students seldom used the dictionary provided for them, but once they used 
the dictionary, the words that were looked up were recalled better. For the second hypothesis, 
the result was supportive; an interaction between the Frequency and the Group factor was 
significant. Overall, the researcher concluded that advanced level learners did not feel the 
need to look up new words while reading, unless the word was essential to comprehension. 
Thus, the relevance of the target words was an important factor in retention of new words. 
Conclusion 
This chapter gave background information in the areas under investigation in this 
study, especially the areas related to CM interaction in L2 vocabulary learning and online 
help. Specifically, the effects of negotiated interaction and an online dictionary on 
vocabulary development were reviewed. This information provided a backdrop for the 
present study, which will examine vocabulary acquisition in a CM interaction environment. 
The following chapters will describe the study in more detail. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the methodology used for data collection. Both quantitative 
and qualitative data collection methods were used in this study. Quantitative instruments 
consisted of a pre-test and two post-tests. Qualitative instruments included the Camtasia 
recordings, MSN messenger scripts, and a follow-up survey. The chapter is divided into five 
sections. The first section explains how the pilot study was performed and discusses 
decisions made about the scope of the target lexical items. The second section presents the 
participants involved in this study by giving their backgrounds. The third section describes 
the materials used in this study including a pre-test, an immediate and a delayed post-test, a 
treatment activity, and a questionnaire; the software and hardware used for data collection are 
also presented in this section. The fourth section details the study design and procedure for 
the study. The fifth section explains the methods used to analyze the data in order to answer 
the three research questions. 
Pilot Study 
The pilot study for this thesis was completed by the researcher as a class project in a 
CALL class. The task type used in this pilot study was originally from De la Fuente's (2003) 
research. The task type she used to look at the negotiation of meaning of new lexical items 
was an information-gap activity in which one student holds some information that the other 
student needs to solve a problem together. Her research consisted of three parts: pre-test, 
treatment, and post-test. 
The participating students for the pilot study were 2 (1 male, 1 female) university 
level native Koreans who had been staying in the United States for 10 months. The students 
were enrolled in the Pammel English conversation class, which was held Monday through 
Friday, 8:30 AM to 12:30 PM. Both students had low level proficiency; the reason for their 
low level proficiency was that they had not been exposed to English speaking countries other 
than the United States and they had not been taking any classes from Iowa State University 
for the 10 months they had been in the United States. Thus, 10 months in United States and 4 
hours for 5 days in a conversation class was their main exposure to English. 
The goal of this activity was for students to notice and learn the meaning of new 
vocabulary words while they were exchanging instant messages with each other. In other 
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words, while negotiating, the students were to notice the target items and try to find out the 
meaning and then produce the right form of the items. The type of activity used in this study 
was an information-gap activity in which one student holds some information that the other 
student needs to solve a problem together. The task itself was online as they were using 
instant messages, but while doing this task, they also had to write down the target items on a 
piece of paper (Appendix A) given to them. 
This activity consisted of three parts: a pre-test, a treatment activity, and a post-test. 
Before the treatment activity, the students were given a pre-test to choose the target lexical 
items. To select the target items, the students were given 26 nouns whose referents were 
foods. The final eight target items were selected on the grounds that the students did not 
show knowledge of the words, neither in written nor oral productive form. The treatment 
activity was performed for 2 days and on each day the students were given two paired, 
interactive, information-gap activities. In the first part of the treatment activity, the students 
were given four target items in the form of an information-gap activity in which one student 
had the target items with an equivalent name in Korean, and the other student had a piece of 
paper to write down the target items in English and Korean. In the second part of the activity, 
the roles were reversed, and the items were changed for the other four items. In the post-test, 
each student was given eight pictures of target items on the computer screen in a series, and 
he/she had to speak and write the corresponding word for each item in English and Korean. 
In this study two Toshiba notebook computers were used, and in both computers the Korean-
English converter was built into the computer. The MSN messenger and the Naver.com 
online dictionary which had an English-Korean and a Korean-English version were used. The 
twenty-three picture items used in this research were made by the researcher using a Nikon 
digital camera, and the other three picture items were chosen from Google images. 
The result showed that CM negotiated interaction helped the beginner level learners 
to acquire new lexical items in both oral and written production. Moreover, CM interaction 
was effective in focusing the learners' attention to the meaning of new lexical items. The use 
of the online dictionary did not sufficiently help the beginner level learners to choose the 
appropriate words in a given context. However, the participating students used in this thesis 
were somewhat different from those in the pilot study. Most of the students for this thesis 
were first-year-students at Iowa State University, who had a certain TOEFL score (minimum 
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of 173 on the computer based test) to be accepted to the university, and thus, it was necessary 
for the target items to be modified. For the target items, not only food referents but also 
kitchen items were included. As all of the participants were from Korea, they might have had 
little knowledge of the kitchen items. English education in Korea is more geared towards the 
university entrance exam, and thus, most of the Korean students focus on academic words. 
For this reason, there are fewer opportunities for Korean students to know these words, and 
therefore, increased negotiation among these students was expected. 
Participants 
The participants for this study were 10 (6 male, 4 female) native Koreans who were 
enrolled in Iowa State University. The students had been in the United States for less than 1 
year. The range of duration was from 3 to 11 months. All the students had a low level 
proficiency; the reason for their low level proficiency was that even though they received a 
certain TOEFL score (minimum of 173 on the computer based test) to enter the university, 
they had had few opportunities to interact with proficient interlocutors. In addition, most of 
the students (8) were first-year-students at Iowa State University, and 3 to 11 months in the 
United States was their main exposure to English. 
Materials 
The CALL task used in this study included a pre-test, treatment activity, immediate 
post-test, and delayed post-test. The pre-test contained 35 vocabulary words whose referents 
were foods and kitchen items. In the treatment activity, one student (information receiver) 
had to buy some foods and kitchen items in the supermarket, but first he/she had to chat with 
his/her partner (information provider) to receive a shopping list. The information provider, 
who had four pictures (half) of target lexical items and its corresponding Korean terms, has 
to explain the items (the shopping list) to the information receiver in English, so the 
information receiver could understand the meaning of the items s/he should buy and then 
transcribe them on a blank sheet (Appendix A). They had to complete this task 
collaboratively. Two post-tests (immediate and delayed) were performed after finishing the 
activity. Finally, each student completed a questionnaire regarding the CALL activity. 
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CALL Activity 
The goal of this activity was for students to notice and learn the meaning of new 
vocabulary words while exchanging instant messages with each other. In other words, while 
negotiating, the students were to notice the target items and try to find out the meaning and 
then produce the right form of the items. The type of activity used in this study was an 
information-gap activity in which one student holds some information that the other student 
needs to solve a problem together. The task itself was online as they were using instant 
messages, but while doing this task, they also had to write down the target items onto a piece 
of paper (Appendix A) given to them. The treatment activity was performed for 2 days and 
on each day the students were given two paired, interactive, information-gap activities. In the 
first part of the treatment activity, the students were given four target items in the form of an 
information-gap activity in which one student had the target items with an equivalent name in 
Korean, and the other student had a piece of paper to write down the target items in English 
and Korean. In the second part of the activity, the roles were reversed and the items were 
changed for the other four items. 
Target Items 
Before the treatment activity, the students were given a pre-test to assess their 
knowledge of the target items (Appendix D) in order to select some for the task. The students 
were given 35 nouns whose referents were foods and kitchen items. Eight target items were 
selected on the grounds that the students did not show knowledge of the words, neither in 
written nor oral form, neither in receptive nor productive form. These words were selected 
because the students were, first, not able to speak nor write in English the word that 
corresponded to the image which was given to them, and second, not able to speak nor write 
in Korean the word that corresponded to the word they heard. The target words chosen were 
as follows: grater (~~), eggplant (7~AI), whisk (7-f~71), colander ( ~~I), skillet 
(,*c~OI~), plum (A~£¥), radish (.5f), and ladle (~A~). 
Vocabulary Tests 
Three vocabulary tests were given to assess the acquisition and retention of new 
lexical items. A pre-test consisting of 35 food and kitchen items was given 1 day before the 
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treatment activity to choose the target lexical items. For the productive knowledge segment, 
the students had to sit in front of the computer with a series of 35 food and kitchen item 
images. For each of the images, the students were asked to speak the word in English that 
corresponded to the image. Then, for the second time, the students were asked to write the 
word in English on a piece of paper given to them. For the receptive knowledge segment, the 
students had to do the same procedure as the productive segment, except this time they had to 
listen to the given 35 items. 
In terms of two post-tests, two productive and receptive, written and oral tests were 
used to assess the acquisition of new words 1 day and 3 weeks after the treatment activity. 
For the immediate post-test, each student was given eight pictures of target items on the 
computer screen in a series, and he/she had to speak (oral production) and write (written 
production) the corresponding word for each item in English. Then for the second time, each 
student had to listen to eight target items and they had to speak (oral recognition) and write 
(written recognition) the corresponding word for each item in Korean. In the delayed post-
test, each student was asked to do the same procedure as the immediate post-test, but the 
order of the target items was randomly changed. A delayed post-test was given to measure 
the delayed effects. All of the students were notified that there would be two post-tests after 
the treatment activity. 
The scores for the pre-test and two post-tests were entered into an Excel worksheet as 
either correct (1) or incorrect (0) based on whether the students were able to produce and 
recognize the target words in oral and written output in English. For each of the three tests, 
first, each student had to speak (oral production) and write (written production) the 
corresponding word the student saw on the computer screen in English, and when answered 
correctly, the student received 1 point each for the oral production and written production 
parts of the test. Second, each student had to listen to eight target items, and this time the 
student had to speak (oral recognition) and write (written recognition) the corresponding 
word for each item in Korean, and if answered correctly, the student received 1 point each for 
the oral recognition and written recognition parts of the test. Thus, for each of the three tests, 
for each student and for each target lexical item, the minimum score was 0 points and the 
maximum score was 4 points (oral production, written production, oral recognition, written 
recognition). However, if the student produced slightly imperfect words (e.g., "radIe" instead 
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of "ladle" or "ladish" instead of "radish"), those words were considered as correct because 
most these Korean students had great difficulty pronouncing and distinguishing the letters "I" 
and "r." 
Questionnaire 
The self-report questionnaire (Appendix G) was given to each student right after the 
immediate post-test. It was administered to record the students' thoughts and feelings about 
the CALL activity they had performed. The questionnaire was made by the researcher and 
the data were used to provide evidence about students' impressions of whether this type of 
activity helped the students to remember the target items. 
Software and Hardware 
In this study, two Toshiba notebook computers were used and in both computers, the 
Korean-English converter was built into the computer. The Korean-English converter is 
software which allows computer users to type Korean characters into the computer screen 
and receive them. The MSN messenger and the Naver.com online dictionary, which had an 
English-Korean, Korean-English, and English-English version, were used. The nineteen 
picture items used in this study were made by the researcher using a Nikon digital camera, 
and the rest of the sixteen picture items were chosen from Google images and the Target 
homepage. 
To complete the task, each student needed to use a computer which had a Korean-
English converter built into the computer to type and receive Korean characters. Also, the 
students needed to be placed in two separate rooms to complete the tasks. However, the 
university computer labs were not available for these conditions. Moreover, as most of the 
students had to perform the task at night, they preferred to come to the researcher's apartment. 
Therefore, the researcher's apartment was used for the activity and the students were placed 
in two separate rooms with two notebook computers. The students (10) were paired into five 
dyads and each dyad was scheduled for different days. Two students, each dyad, were 
scheduled for each night to complete the task. 
The students took approximately 1 Y2 hours for the two tasks on the first day. The 
activity was clearly specified to the students. They were given an instruction sheet explaining 
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the task. The students were not under time pressure, but they had to stay in their own room to 
only interact with instant messages. The instructions for the whole activity were transmitted 
orally through face-to-face interaction, but a single task was transmitted in written form. 
Procedures 
A pre-test consisting of 35 food and kitchen items presented as images was 
administered the day before the treatment activity. For the productive knowledge segment, 
the students had to sit in front of the computer with a series of 35 food and kitchen item 
images. The images were all monitor size and easy to recognize. For each of the images, the 
students were asked to speak the word in English that corresponded to the image, and each 
student's response was checked by the researcher. Then, the students were asked to write the 
word in English on a piece of paper given to them. For the receptive knowledge segment, the 
students had to do the same procedure as the productive segment, except this time they had to 
listen to the given 35 items. 
After finishing the pre-test, the data was examined to choose the target items and 
eight items were selected because the students had been unable to produce and recognize 
these items in neither oral nor written output in English. For the activity, 10 students were 
divided into five pairs, and each pair was given a task to solve a problem together. Then, the 
students were told that they would be doing an activity on the consecutive 2 days. On the 
next day, the students were placed in two separate rooms with two separate notebook 
computers. Then, the students were asked to perform two paired, interactive, information-gap 
activities. In the first pair of activities, one of the students, the information receiver, had to 
purchase some items in the supermarket, but first he/she had to receive a list of items from 
hislher partner (information provider). The information receiver did not have any previous 
knowledge of the items he/she would receive, and thus, hislher partner had to give himlher 
the relevant instructions or explanations about the items. The information provider had four 
(half) target items in English words, but the Korean terms were also given (Appendix A). 
The target items were given in a written format, but they also had access to the images. On 
the other hand, the information receiver had a blank sheet on which he/she had to write 
hislher partner's shopping list (four items) in English and Korean terms (Appendix A). Only 
English was allowed while doing the activity, but both of them had free access to an online 
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dictionary. However, they were not allowed to look up the exact target words in the 
dictionary. Neither of the students had a time limit. After finishing the first part of the 
activity, the second part of the activity was performed with the roles reversed and a list of 
four different items (remaining half). All these activities were performed in a network-based 
computer with synchronous instant messages. The online dictionary was used during the 2 
days of treatment activities. 
On the second day, the students were asked to perform similar activities, as on the 
first day, but this time the students had to give instructions on the four items for which they 
had received information on the first day, and they received information on the items which 
they had given instructions on the day before. However, when the researcher examined the 
data for the second day, very little negotiation has found; and so the researcher focused the 
analysis on the first day activities. It seems that the students became efficient in learning on 
the second day activities. 
The immediate post-test was given to the students one day after thetreatment activity. 
The students were placed in front of the computer with eight target items in a series of 
images. For the productive knowledge segment, they were first asked to speak in English the 
word corresponding to the image on the screen, and then, write in English the word on a 
piece of paper. For the receptive knowledge segment, the students were first asked to speak 
in Korean the word corresponding to the word they had listened to in English, and then, write 
in Korean the word on a piece of paper. Thus, each student took an immediate post-test in the 
order of 1) oral production, 2) written production, 3) oral recognition, and 4) written 
recognition. The delayed post-test was performed three weeks after the immediate post-test, 
and the procedure was the same as the immediate post-test, except for the order of the target 
items. 
Analysis 
After the students had completed two post-tests, the researcher analyzed the data in 
order to answer the three research questions. The first research question asked whether eM 
interaction helped university level ESL learners to acquire new lexical items. In order to 
answer this question, a direct comparison between the pre-test and two post-test scores was 
performed. The scores for the pre-test and two post-tests were entered into an Excel 
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worksheet as either correct (1) or incorrect (0) based on whether the students were able to 
produce and recognize the target words in oral and written output in English. Thus, for each 
student, the minimum score was 0 points and the maximum score was 32 points for eight 
target items for each of the three tests. However, if the student produced slightly imperfect 
words (e.g., "radle" instead of "ladle" or "ladish" instead of "radish"), those words were 
considered as correct. 
Descriptive statistics was used to determine the total test scores for each student. To 
do this, first, all the scores which were marked as correct (1) in the pre-test and two post-tests 
were added for each student. This result was entered into an Excel worksheet, and the mean 
scores for the pre-test and two post-tests were calculated. Then, the mean scores for the pre-
test and two post-tests were compared using a signed rank test to indicate the significant 
differences between tests. A signed rank test is the non-parametric equivalent of the paired t-
test. This test was used to analyze the data because there were only ten students and the pre-
test data did not follow a normal distribution. 
To investigate whether the most acquired words and the least acquired words had any 
features related to negotiation routines, the total word scores for the two post-tests were 
analyzed. For each target lexical item, each student spoke or wrote the target item in English, 
and the student received 1 point for each of the following: oral production, written 
production, oral recognition, and written recognition. Results were then analyzed to find the 
words which received total scores of 4 or O. To do this, all of the target words, along with the 
initials of the participating students, and their corresponding total scores for the immediate 
and delayed post-tests, were entered into an Excel worksheet. Then, the words which 
received the total score of 4 by most of the students (at least 5 out of 10) were categorized as 
the most acquired words. Also, the words which received the total score of 0 by most of the 
students were categorized as the least acquired words. However, if the pre-test result 
indicated that any of the target items in any parts (oral production, written production, oral 
recognition, and written recognition) of the post-tests were previously known by the student, 
the result for this same student in this particular post-test was scored as O. After categorizing 
the words, the students' chat scripts were analyzed to find any negotiation routines. 
A follow-up survey was also conducted to gauge how much ESL learners found the 
eM interaction helpful or harmful in their oral and written language production and reception. 
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The researcher carefully read all the surveys for any comments which had information of 
how the students felt about the eM interaction in the results, especially comments about how 
they felt about using MSN instant messenger for their interaction and whether they felt 
comfortable or not while doing their tasks. 
To address the second research question, whether university level ESL learners 
negotiated the meaning of new lexical items or not, the students' chat scripts were 
automatically recorded by MSN messenger and were collected and marked for instances of 
negotiation. The researcher marked for the instances when the students signaled the need for 
negotiation, such as explicit statement of non-understanding, echo questions, request for 
clarification, comprehension checks, request for elaboration, and inappropriate responses. 
The responses to these signals (e.g., repetition, elaboration, ignoring, paraphrasing, and 
copying and pasting) were also marked as instances of negotiation. In addition, the instances 
of conscious learning strategy and self-repair were also included in the data. Table 3.1 and 
3.2 show some of the examples of these instances. In terms of inter-rater reliability, a second 
rater was selected to increase the confidence of the results. The second rater analyzed the 
students' chat scripts to review the results. After analyzing the data, the second rater agreed 
100% with the researcher's results. 
Table 3.1 Sample instances of negotiation 
Signal (signal underlined) Example Comment 
a. Explicit statement of non- EY: I want to buy a colander 
understanding HI: What is it? 
b. Echo question EY: I want to buy a ladle 
HI: ladle? 
c. Request for clarification DH: we can use for fried egg 
CY: is it kind of pot? 
DH: kind of pan 
d. Comprehension check EY: that name is plum!!!"" 
EY: do you know? 
e. Inappropriate response IH: A ladle 
SI: I don't know 
IH: hm .. when you cook lamen, you 
need this stuff for ... 
SI: is this effectable when we catch 
a cold? 
f. Request for elaboration EY: first!! 
EY: this is fruit!!! 
HI: what color is it? 
EY: and red color!! 
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T bi 3 1 a e cont 'd S I . am]! e Instances 0 f negotIatIon 
Responses (response underlined) Example Comment 
a. Repetition DH: In Korea we can call fry pan 
DH: but it is broken English 
DH: so 
DH: exact name is skillet 
DH: In Korea we can call fry gan 
but it is broken English so exact 
name is skillet 
b. Elaboration EM: the thing to make sure . .it's not 
the divice .. when you can take off 
the crest 
EM: okay/? 
EM: just .. 
EM: for examgle, 
EM: you can Qut the the small 
pumQkins on it.. 
EM: an then .... you can cut that off 
into small sixe ... 
EM: okay? 
c. Ignoring HJ: Describing about this food, its 
shape is square and cube 
HJ: do you know? 
EY: no!! but I need some time!!! 
d. Paraphrasing EY: I want to buy a colander 
HJ: what is this? EY paraphrases from the 
EY: this is a container in the shaQe dictionary definition. 
ofa bowl 
e. Copying and pasting CY: Whisk CY copies and pastes from the 
DH: explain English-English version 
CY: Whisk is a kitchen tool used dictionary. 
for whiskin~ e~.!!s or cream 
Self-repair W: next, they sing kimbab W self-repairs "sing" (present) to 
W: they song a kimbab "song" (noun) and inserts the 
indefinite article "a." 
Conscious learning strategy Day 1 
S: I don't know cantalope 
W: usually we call that melon .. W reminds S that it is usually 
S:and? called a melon in Korea. 
W: its taste is pumkin ... S understands the meaning. 
S: oh I got it 
Day 2 S uses the same strategy as her 
S: and peel color is green but inside partner the next day. 
color is white 
We call mellon 
To analyze the data for the third research question, the frequency of online dictionary 
use and words which the students looked up in a dictionary were recorded by the Camtasia 
program. The data for the first and second day were analyzed. The researcher watched each 
of the Camtasia recordings and made notes of which of the words were looked up and how 
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many times students used the online dictionary. Table 3.2 shows some examples of the notes. 
Moreover, the researcher specifically noted whether the students used an online dictionary 
during their interaction and whether they selected the most appropriate lexical items in the 
given context. 
Table 3.2 Sample notes of online-dictionary use 
Student Words looked up Correct form Used form Frequency 
A Plum 2 
Ladle 1 
Colander 1 
Grater 1 
B ~.!f-71(cubed kimchi) Sliced (cubed) White- Sliced (cubed) White- 1 
radish kimchi radish kimchi 1 
~ ~ 121 ~~I (hexagon) Hexagon Cube 1 
C ~~(myth) Myth Myth 1 
.2. ~(concave) Concave Not used 1 
Scoop Scoop up 1 
~chscoop) Flat Flat 1 
~~'5tc~(flat) Cutting board Plastic board 1 
£D~(cutting board) Rectangle Rectangle 1 
~Nz.t~(rectangle) 
In summary, the first research question was analyzed in both quantitative and 
qualitative methods. Descriptive statistics and a signed rank test were used to compare the 
mean differences in the pre-test and two post-tests. The total word scores for the two post-
tests were analyzed to determine the most and the least acquired words. In addition, the 
results of a follow-up survey were used to answer whether CM interaction helped the learners. 
For the second research question, students' chat scripts were analyzed to determine whether 
the students were negotiating the meaning of new lexical items while doing collaborative 
dialogues with their partners. To answer the third research question, the Camtasia recordings 
and researcher's notes were used along with the students' chat scripts. Results of these 
analyses are given in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter presents the results pertaining to three research questions by analyzing 
the data quantitatively and qualitatively. The first research question addressed whether CM 
interaction helped ESL learners to acquire new lexical items. Descriptive statistics were used 
to summarize the total word scores for each student. Then, the results of the pre-test and two 
post-tests were used to investigate the significance of the difference between the pre-test and 
post-test. Additionally, the most acquired words and the least acquired words were analyzed 
to further investigate the first research question. A follow-up survey conducted on the same 
day as the immediate post-test provided insights for addressing the attitudes towards the CM 
interaction. The second research question addressed whether CM interaction helped ESL 
-
learners to negotiate the meaning of new lexical items. To answer this question, the students' 
MSN messenger scripts were analyzed to mark the instances of negotiation. The instances of 
negotiation included evidence for signals of non-understanding, responses to these signals, 
self-repair, and conscious learning strategies. The final research question asked if ESL 
learners used online dictionaries during their interaction and whether the online dictionaries 
helped the ESL learners to better negotiate the meaning. The results of the Camtasia program 
recordings were used to investigate this question. The frequency of online dictionary use and 
the words which the students looked up were analyzed. 
Descriptive Statistics 
Before addressing the results for the first research question, the researcher examined 
descriptive statistics data to determine how many words were recalled by each student in a 
pre-test and two post-tests. All the words the students were able to produce and recognize in 
oral and written output in English were counted and summed to determine total word scores 
across three tests (pre-test, immediate post-test, and delayed post-test). Then, the mean scores 
for each test were calculated and are presented in Table 4.1. 
* All students' names have been changed to initials 
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Table 4.1 Descriptive data for all target item scores across a pre-test and two post-tests 
Students Pre-test P1 P2 
n = 10 
EY 0 21 22 
HJ 0 17 14 
JH 0 16 15 
SJ 0 9 12 
IS 0 21 15 
SM 4 14 15 
EM 1 30 30 
HL 0 14 15 
CY 0 16 10 
DH 0 24 16 
Totals 5 182 164 
Totals in % 2 57 51 
Mean 0.5 18.2 16.4 
SD 1.27 5.96 5.68 
Note. n = number of students, SD = standard deviation, PI = immediate post-test, P2 = 3 week delayed 
post-test. 
As can be seen in Table 4.1 in the pre-test, 8 out of 10 students indicated that they did 
not have previous knowledge (scored 0) about the target lexical items. In other words, 8 
students who scored 0 in the pre-test indicated that they were not able to produce nor 
recognize the target lexical items in neither oral nor written output in English. The eight 
target lexical items received 1 point each for each of the four parts (oral production, written 
production, oral recognition, and written recognition) when the students were able to speak 
or write in the production and recognition parts of the pre-test. The maximum score for each 
student was 32 points and the minimum score was O. Thus, the total possible word score of 
the eight target lexical items for 10 students was 320 points. The result for the pre-test shows 
that the total word score for the 10 students was 5 points out of 320 points. The results for the 
two post-tests show that the total word scores for the 10 students were 182 points in the 
immediate post-test and 164 points in the delayed post-test. The mean score was 0.5 (SD 
1.27) points in the pre-test, 18.2 (SD 5.96) points in the immediate post-test, and 16.4 (SD 
5.68) points in the delayed post-test. The students recalled 57% of the previously unknown 
words in the immediate post-test and 51 % in the delayed post-test. 
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eM Interaction and Acquisition of Lexical Items 
Two methods were used to address the first research question, whether eM 
interaction helped ESL learners to acquire new lexical items. The mean scores were 
compared across the three tests (pre-test (0.5), immediate post-test (18.2), and delayed post-
test (16.4» using a signed rank test with p-value set at the .05 level. The results of the signed 
rank test show that the mean difference between the pre-test (0.5) and immediate post-test 
(18.2) was statistically significant (p < .0020). The mean difference between the pre-test 
(0.5) and delayed post-test (16.4) was statistically significant (p < .0020). The mean 
difference between the immediate post-test and delayed post-test was not statistically 
significant (p < .3047), thus, indicating that the word score for immediate post-test was able 
to hold up over time. 
Individual words were examined to further investigate the first research question. In 
order to examine individual words, the most acquired words (total word score of 4) and the 
least acquired words (total word score of 0) were analyzed and the results are presented in 
Table 4.2. The scores were based on each student's performance on two post-tests. For each 
post-test, first, each student had to speak (oral production) and write (written production) in 
English the corresponding word the student saw on the computer screen, and when answered 
correctly, the student received 1 point each for the oral production and written production 
parts of the post-test. Second, each student had to listen to eight target items, and this time 
the student had to speak (oral recognition) and write (written recognition) in Korean the 
corresponding word for each item, and if answered correctly, the student received 1 point 
each for the oral recognition and written recognition parts of the post-test. Thus, for each 
post-test, for each student and for each target lexical item, the minimum score was 0 points 
and the maximum score was 4 points (oral production, written production, oral recognition, 
written recognition). 
The most acquired words (total word score of 4) and the least acquired words (total 
word score of 0) were analyzed to see if they had any specific features in their negotiation 
routines. Thus, the total word scores for all target items were calculated, and then the words 
on which most students scored 4 or 0 (at least half) were marked with an *. Then, MSN 
messenger scripts were analyzed to look for any specific features in their negotiation routines 
for those words scored 4 and O. 
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Table 4.2 Total word scores for all target items by students 
S T Radish* Ladle* Grater Eggplant* Skillet Colander* Plum Whisk 
EY PI 4 3 0 4 4 0 4 2 
P2 4 4 4 4 2 0 2 2 
HJ PI 4 0 2 3 3 0 3 2 
P2 2 0 0 4 2 0 2 4 
JH PI 4 3 I 0 4 0 2 2 
P2 2 3 2 0 2 0 4 2 
SJ PI 2 0 0 3 0 0 4 0 
P2 4 2 0 2 0 0 2 2 
IS PI 4 0 3 4 4 0 4 2 
P2 2 0 2 2 3 0 4 2 
SM PI 0 0 2 2 0 2 3 2 
P2 3 0 2 2 0 I 2 I 
EM PI 4 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 
P2 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 4 
HL PI 2 0 2 2 2 0 4 2 
P2 2 0 2 3 4 0 2 2 
CY PI 2 0 0 4 4 0 2 4 
P2 2 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 
DH PI 4 2 I 4 4 1 4 1 
P2 4 0 0 4 0 2 4 2 
Total PI 6 - 1 5 6 I 5 2 
(4) P2 4 2 2 4 2 - 3 2 
Total PI I 6 3 I 2 7 - 1 
(0) P2 
- 6 4 I 3 7 - -
Note. S = students, T = tests, PI = ImmedIate post-test, P2 = delayed post-test, * = the words WhICh receIved 
total word scores of 4 or 0 by at least half of the students in the PI 
As shown in Example 4.1 below, 6 out of 10 students recalled the word "radish" in 
the immediate post-test, and among those students, 4 students acquired this word as indicated 
by the delayed post-test. The result from the chat scripts revealed that the students were not 
only explaining the word "radish" in commonly used ways, for example, what color it is, 
what shape it is, etc., but they also used information drawn from background knowledge of 
Korean culture. All of the students explained the word by mentioning "Kimchi," which is a 
very famous side dish in Korea. Thus, the word "Kimchi" was very closely related to their 
daily lives. In addition, 1 student explained the word by mentioning that the word "radish" is 
used to express piano legs. In Korea, the word "radish" is usually used to express piano legs, 
especially when referring to women. 
Example 4.1 
Radish 
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Example chat scripts of the most acquired words 
1 CY: Radishes are small red or white vegetables 
2 DH: more 
3 CY: that are the roots of a plant 
4 CY: most radish is white 
5 DH: this is used in kimchi? 
6 CY: Korean make it for Kadugi 
7 HL: the name is "Radish" 
8 HL: you can eat usually 
9 HL: and looks like my leg 
10 HL:I\I\ 
11 HL: sometime call the thick leg 
12 EM: got it.. 
Additionally, the word "eggplant" also was recalled by half of the students (5) in the 
immediate post-test, and among them, 4 students acquired this word as indicated by the 
delayed post-test. As shown in Example 4.2, the results showed that the students explained 
the word "eggplant" by mentioning the word "cucumber," which is a vegetable they might 
have easily encountered in their daily lives and which seemed more familiar to them than 
other words. Also, the word "cucumber" seemed easier to picture than other words like 
"grater," "whisk," and "colander." In the pre-test, some of the students did not even know the 
Korean words for "whisk," "grater," or "colander" and said they had never used these items 
before. The above results show that the students were able to comprehend the new input 
when target words were explained by using the words which had a close relationship to their 
experience or common knowledge. 
Example 4.2 Example chat scripts of the most acquired words 
Eggplant 13 IS: I want you bring something for fodd 
14 IS: food 
15 SM:ok 
16 SM: what do you want for it 
17 IS: this size is similar cucumber 
18 IS: color is black 
19 HL: so could you buy something for me? 
20 EM: but ... okay ... 
21 EM: what s that 
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22 HL: This is vegetale seems like cucumber 
23 EM: what"s the color" 
24 HL: the color is purple 
Turning to the least acquired words, most of the students failed to acquire "ladle" and 
"colander," and as mentioned in the above paragraph, the students were not familiar with the 
words like "ladle" and "colander," even in Korean. Thus, it was hard for them to explain 
these words to their partners even though they were allowed to use the dictionary. They 
seemed to have a hard time finding the words which could help them to explain them 
effectively. For example, as shown in Example 4.3, most of the students used "filter" instead 
of "drain" when they were explaining "colander." Moreover, the words like "pore" and "net" 
were also used when explaining "colander." This might have blocked the students from 
comprehending the target word fully, thus, obstructing this input to become intake. Gass and 
Selinker (2001) emphasized the importance of choosing appropriate vocabulary in a given 
context by mentioning that" ... vocabulary choice is much more central to assigning meaning 
than is correct grammar" (p. 266). 
Example 4.3 
Colander 
Example chat script of the least acquired words 
25 DH: if you wanna filter 
26 CY: what can I do with colander? 
27 DH: you can this one 
28 DH: you can use this one 
29 CY: ??? 
30 DH: filtering 
31 CY: what can I filter? 
32 DH: when you need to filter some food 
33 DH: the food is a small size 
34 DH: like bean 
35 DH: or rice 
This result can be seen more clearly from the students' behavior when they were 
negotiating "ladle" (Example 4.4). When the students were explaining "ladle" to their 
partners, they used phrases like "big spoon," "deep spoon," or "looks like hook." Hence, the 
receiving partner did not understand well what their partner was saying, and many instances 
of misunderstanding happened with some of the students responding inappropriately. For 
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example, when EM was explaining this word, she used "silverware," which is an 
inappropriate word to explain "ladle," and from this input her partner responded by asking if 
it was a machine, which also was an inappropriate response. 
Example 4.4 Example chat scripts of the least acquired words 
Ladle 36 EY: I want to buy a ladle 
37 HJ: ladle? 
38 EY: this is a large, 
39 EY: deep spoon 
40 EY: we use this in the kitchen 
41 HJ: it is vegetable, isn't it? 
42 EY: no!!! 
43 HJ: no? 
44 EY: big spoon 
45 HJ: big spoon,,' 
46 EY: and have a long handle 
47 EY: used for serving soup 
48 HJ: yes 
49 EM: and I am gonna buy a ... silverware 
50 EM: that is .. 
52 EM: name is Ladle 
53 HL: is a machine? 
54 EM: it is used ... when you take off the soup from the 
bowl.. 
55 EM: you can use that. 
56 HL: i got it 
57 After negotiating the word "colander," she goes back to 
the word "ladle" 
58 HL: i have a questing 
59 EM: what 
60 HL: question 
61 HL: ladle is big spoon?? 
62 EM: kind of 
63 EM: yeap 
64 HL: okl\l\ 
In this study, the first research question was investigated in two different ways. As the 
results presented in the above section show, one way was to compare the mean scores of the 
pre-test and two post-tests and then look at individual words. The other way, however, was to 
address the students' attitudes toward the activity, especially toward using synchronous 
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messenger, to better answer whether this eM interaction task was helpful or harmful to the 
learners. To answer this question, a follow-up survey was administered right after the 
immediate post-test. As shown in Table 4.3, the results revealed that seven comments had a 
positive attitude toward using the instant messenger. Some of the students felt that it was less 
threatening than face-to-face environment and also that it allowed them to have time to 
prepare for what they wanted to say. One student commented, "The strong point is that I can 
re-read and re-think about what I have written so I can correct my grammars or any mistakes 
until I get the right sentence." Moreover, another student commented, "MSN messenger is 
somewhat convenient in that it is free cost and interesting." 
Table 4.3 Summary of questionnaire results (Question 1) 
Ql. You used MSN instant messenger to do this activity. How did you feel about using instant 
messenger instead of face-to-face interaction? 
Positive Concerns 
"The strong point is that I can re-read and re-think "Easy to make errors. You use short sentences 
about what I have written so I can correct my while chatting so there's a certain limitation to 
grammars or any mistakes until I get the right improve their skills through complete sentences. 
sentence." (JH) Also, it's hard to practice listening and 
pronunciation." (JH) 
"However, MSN messenger is somewhat "Just little bit difficult to explain something than 
convenient in that it is free cost and interesting." that of face to face interaction because we cannot 
(EM) use body language. Moreover, in order to explain 
something by only MSN messenger, we have to 
know other vocabulary." (EM) 
"Even though it takes long time, it would be more "But I cannot use body language." (SM) 
accurate when using messenger. When I speak, I 
lose my speech occasionally because of the 
vocabulary but this can complement this point so 
it seems more better." (SM) 
"Comfortable. In face to face interaction, "Using messenger seems less effective than face-to-
sometimes I can't think of words and this makes face when conveying my ideas. It was more hard to 
me very frustrated. But while using instant explain and took more time than face-to-face 
messenger, I can think before I write so less because of the lack of vocabulary and expressions." 
frustration and less mistakes." (DH) (HJ) 
"I think use MSN is much better to talk with "It seems that my ideas were not conveyed 
foreign country people. Because I have time to accurately and if I spoke I could have used gestures 
think about what I want to say." (CY) but in MSN messenger, I have to use only short 
sentences so it was hard." (HL) 
"Someone like me, who is not good at English, "It was harder than face-to-face. If I can explain 
could convey the ideas more accurately through directly, I can use body language so it would be 
MSN." (EY) more speedy and convenient to explain the 
words." (SJ) 
"Comfortable and it was nice to have some time 
to think about what I want to write." (IS) 
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However, there were six comments (Table 4.3) which said using instant messages 
was not comfortable. The students thought using messenger was hard for them to express 
their thoughts accurately due to their limited proficiency in the target language, especially 
vocabulary words and expressions. Moreover, most of the students who felt uncomfortable 
using instant messages thought it was uncomfortable because they could not use body 
language or gestures. Because the students in the text-based CMC environment did not share 
the same physical environment, all of the students had to convey their thoughts through a 
written mode of communication. However, according to Salaberry (2000), "participation in 
the type of written conversation exemplified by CMC may constitute a pedagogically 
effective learning environment to accelerate the process of morpho syntactic development of 
the target language" (p. 9). 
For the attitudes toward the type of activity, especially towards negotiation, the data 
in Table 4.4 revealed that 9 out of 10 students had a positive attitude towards this type of 
activity. One student mentioned that she found negotiation to be an interesting way of 
learning. She commented, "It was not easy to explain an item in English; however, it was 
very interesting that I could explain the item by negotiation even though I didn't know the 
name of that item." Overall, students found this type of activity very interesting and a new 
experience. However, 1 student commented that this type of activity was harder than he 
thought because he had to explain in English. 
Table 4.4 Summary of questionnaire results (Question 2) 
Q2. What do you think about this type of activity? 
Positive Concerns 
"Interesting." (CY, IS) "Explaining in English was harder than I thought." 
(DH) 
"It was an interesting and new experience." (SJ) 
"It was not easy to explain an item in English; 
however, it was very interesting that 1 could 
explain the item by negotiation even though 1 
didn't know the name of that item." (HJ) 
"In the first place, 1 didn't know quite a few 
words because it was kitchen items. But by 
explaining the words I could memorize the words 
more easily." (HL) 
"I think it's a good way (explain + picture + word) 
to learn English." (JH) 
35 
Table 4.4 cont'd. Summary of questionnaire results (Question 2) 
"In my opinion. this type is interesting but 
vocabularies are in only food part. If the type deal 
with wide range it will be more interesting." (EM) 
"Fun and helpful when learning a second 
language. especially for practical English." (SM) 
"It was fun because I've never experienced this 
kind of activity before. The words were more 
recognizable. Also. it was more comfortable to 
approach because the items were easy to 
encounter in our daily lives." (EY) 
As shown in Table 4.5, all (10) of the students had a positive attitude towards using 
this type of activity in their English classes. Most of the students thought this type of activity 
would motivate and help the students to acquire new vocabulary words. One student 
commented that this type of activity can integrate speaking, reading, and writing skills. 
Another student commented, "Good. We can learn practical English and it's more 
comfortable so the students will like it very much and they can learn more accurately." 
However, there were two comments which had some concerns in using this type of activity in 
classes. One student mentioned time constraint. He commented that "it will take much time 
to do with whole classes" and also another student commented that explaining or negotiating 
just once is not enough for learning new words, so several times feedback is needed. This 
comment indicated that the student needed more interaction while completing the task. 
Table 4.5 Summary of questionnaire results (Question 3) 
Q3. What do you think about doing this type of activity in your English classes? 
Positive Concerns 
"It will be good ... " (CY) " ... but it will take much time to do with whole 
classes." (CY) 
"It will make many students to engage and "But it's hard to acquire a new word by explaining 
become interested in this activity." (HJ) or negotiating just once. I think we need several 
times of feedback." (HJ) 
"It will help in improving English skills. 
Explaining something to make someone to 
understand will help improving daily conversation 
skills and specific purpose skills, especially 
speaking. reading. and writing skills." (DH) 
"This type of activity will improve acquisition of 
words." (HL) 
''The class will be interesting and not boring." (IS) 
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Table 4.5 cont'd. Summary of questionnaire results (Question 3) 
"Explaining a new word to each other will be 
more interesting and the word will stay in the long 
term memory." (S1) 
"I agree positively. This type of classes or 
activities will be less threatening to the students 
and easy to bring fun and interest. Through this 
activity, we were able to have conversations 
actively and also we had a good exercise to 
remember not through rote learning but through 
understanding." (JH) 
''This type is good for English course but only for 
low level course. And if this type is applied for 
our English classes. it may is very interesting and 
not boring." (EM) 
"It's good for a second language learning." (SM) 
"Good. We can learn practical English and it's 
more comfortable so the students will like it very 
much and they can learn more accurately." (EY) 
In sum, the findings of the first research question show that students recalled more 
than half of the target lexical items, which were previously unknown, in the immediate post-
test and they retained these scores in the delayed post-test. The results also indicated that 
students tend to acquire new lexical items when these words were explained by using the 
words that either had a close relationship to them (Korean background) or were easily 
pictured. However, students failed to acquire new lexical items when the words were 
explained by using inappropriate or irrelevant words. Accordingly, this obstructed students 
from comprehending new lexical items, and in some cases, brought inappropriate responses. 
In addition, most of the students had a positive attitude towards CM interaction, and they 
found synchronous chat as an interesting way of learning. 
eM Interaction and Negotiation of Meaning 
The second research question asked if CM interaction helps ESL learners to negotiate 
the meaning of new lexical items. In order to answer this question, qualitative methods were 
used to analyze the data. The students' MSN messenger scripts were analyzed to see whether 
the students were negotiating the meaning of new lexical items and then marked for the 
instances of "negotiation routines which were identified by means of their four main 
components: triggers, signals, responses, and a reaction to response" (Varonis and Gass, 
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1985 in Pellettieri, 2000, p. 67). Then, the researcher looked at interactional modifications 
during these negotiations as well as instances of conscious learning strategy and self-repair. 
The data revealed that all of the students were involved in negotiated interaction 
while completing their tasks for the first day activities. However, these instances of 
negotiation were fewer for the second day activities, which were not analyzed. The 
negotiation routine was first triggered (T) by new lexical input which was given by the 
information provider, and then the information receiver signaled (S) the need for negotiation 
which indicated non-understanding. Then, this was followed by a response (R) from the 
information provider and then the reaction to the response (RR) by the information receiver. 
However, in most of the instances, students negotiated in more complex ways. 
Turning to signals, which functioned as indicators for the need for negotiation, the 
data showed that it was signaled by means of explicit statement of non-understanding, echo 
questions, request for clarification, comprehension checks, request for elaboration, and 
inappropriate responses. These results are presented in the following examples. 
As shown in Example 4.5, the students signaled the need for negotiation with an 
explicit statement of non-understanding, which was most of the time triggered by new lexical 
items. However, this signal was not only triggered by the lexical confusion but also by their 
partner's whole utterance. For example, in lines 3-7, EY tries to explain "radish" to her 
partner, but she only gives the description of "radish" without providing the target word (line 
3) and the content of this description triggers the need for negotiation for HJ, who first 
requests the name of the target item (line 4) and then signals with an explicit statement of 
non-understanding (line 7). 
Example 4.5 Explicit statement of non-understanding (signal underlined) 
Explicit statement of 1 EY: I want to buy a colander 
non-understanding 2 HJ: What is it? 
3 EY: and some times it has a little bit green color 
4 HJ: what is that name/I?? 
5 EY: Raddish 
6 EY: Radish 
7 HJ: I don't know!! 
8 SM: and 1 colander 
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9 IS: also I don't know 
10 CY: I want eggplant 
11 DH: what's mean? 
12 DH: ladle 
13 CY: explain 
In Example 4.6, the results clearly show that the students also used an echo question 
to signal the need for negotiation. As shown in lines 2, 6, 10, 12, 15, and 18, the students 
echoed a response with a rising intonation, and this functioned as an indicator to negotiate 
meaning of the target word before they continued their conversation. According to Varonis 
and Gass (1985), it is this type of device which makes the learners aware of the significance 
of the words they use. 
Like previous results, the need for negotiation was not only triggered by lexical items 
but also by their partner's response. For example, in lines 3-7, DH asks his partner if he 
knows the meaning of "skillet" (line 3) and his partner responds with an echo question (line 
4) to signal the need for negotiation; however, he fails to provide a correct form and this 
response triggers another negotiation. DH replies "no" (line 5) to his partner indicating that it 
is not "skiller," and to this response CY self-corrects to the correct form and signals with an 
echo question for the second time (line 6), followed by an explicit statement of non-
understanding (line 7). 
Example 4.6 Echo question (signal underlined) 
Echo question 1 EY: I want to buy a ladle 
2 HJ: ladle? 
3 DH: Do you know skillet? 
4 CY: skiller? 
5 DH: no 
6 CY: skillet? 
7 CY: what is it? 
8 HJ: it is vegetable, isn't it? 
9 EY: no!!! 
10 HJ: no? 
11 EY: big spoon 
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12 HJ: big spoon 
13 EY: and have a long handle 
14 SM: and 1 ladle 
15 IS: ladle!? 
16 JH: It is like MIXER! 
17 JH: But it is not electronic apparatus 
18 SJ: mixer? 
19 SJ: is this name? 
20 JH: no, this name is GRATER 
Along with these two signals, the students requested clarification which also signaled 
the need for negotiation. In Example 4.7, in lines 1-5, JH tries to explain "grater" to his 
partner by saying that it is like a mixer (in Korea a blender is usually called a mixer) but not 
an electric machine (lines 1-2). However, his partner SJ notices the word "MIXER" and 
signals the need for negotiation with an echo question (line 3), followed by a request for 
clarification (line 4). 
Example 4.7 
Request for 
clarification 
Request for clarification (signal underlined) 
1 JH: It is like MIXER! 
2 JH: But it is not electronic apparatus 
3 SJ: mixer? 
4 SJ: is this name? 
5 JH: no, this name is GRATER 
6 IS: It's kind of spoon 
7 IS: spoon is used when you eat the soup, but 
8 SM: is it soup spoon? 
9 IS: ladle is used when soup is moved to your dish 
10 SM: is it bigger than normal spoon? 
11 IS: much bigger than it 
12 SM: got it 
13 SM: you must rub the potato or like that with the board 
part 
14 IS: I got it but in order to verify I have some questions 
Is it composed pored blade steel? 
15 SM: if the board is steel, pored blade is also steel 
16 DH: we can use for fried egg 
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17 CY: is it kind of pot? 
18 DH: kind of pan 
19 DH: you should move to a bowl, ok? next 
20 CY: bowl? Is this the next question? 
21 DH: I wanna get a colander, too 
22 DH: that is next 
23 HJ: this is also cooking tool 
24 EY: and there are many holes, right? 
25 HI: yes 
Additionally, in this study, some of the students signaled their non-understanding by a 
request for elaboration (Example 4.8). This happened when the students needed some more 
information from their partner. They did not explicitly state their non-understanding, but 
rather they expressed their need for more negotiation in an implicit way. This could be 
interpreted by the students' characteristics: as all of the students were Koreans, and it would 
be more natural for them to express non-understanding implicitly. 
Example 4.8 
Request for 
elaboration 
Request for elaboration (signal underlined) 
1 SJ: Do you know "Eggplant"?? 
2 SJ: "Eggplant" 
3 JH: Hm .. 
4 JH: Little 
5 JH: But 
6 JH: little confuse 
7 JH: plz give more info 
8 SI: do you know "Whisk"? 
9 SJ: Whisk 
10 JH: no no no -_-;; 
11 EM: do you know what it is? 
12 HL: which season?? 
13 EM: I think Summer 
14 HL: big seed in the middle of fruit? 
15 EM: its size is half of the apple ... 
16 EM: yeap 
17 EM: and almost they are red ... 
18 HL: yes, i got it 
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19 CY: eggplant is a food 
20 DH: more 
21 CY: It's a vegetables 
22 DH: more detail-
23 CY: It has purple color 
24 DH: detail!! 
25 DH: when can i eat 
26 EY: this is fruit!! 
27 HJ: what color is it? 
28 EY: and red color!! 
29 EY: and 
30 EY: little small!! 
31 HJ: does it have many seed? 
32 EY: just one seed!! 
33 HJ: we can cook it many ways 
34 EY: 1\1\ 
35 EY: everyone like this one?? 
36 HJ: I think somebody doen't like it 
37 EY: what shape?? 
38 EY: circle?? 
39 HJ: no long shape 
40 EY: oh!! 
The result in Example 4.9 below shows that comprehension checks occurred in many 
instances like after the trigger, indicator, or response. This finding corresponds with Varonis 
and Gass's (1985) research. In lines 2,3, and 5, the information providers, EY and HJ, ask 
their partners if they know the word (comprehension check) immediately after mentioning 
the target word (trigger). Another example can be seen in line 7; DH asks for a 
comprehension check while introducing the target word to his partner. In lines 12, 15, 18,21, 
and 23, comprehension checks occurred after each response. 
Example 4.9 Comprehension check (signal underlined) 
Comprehension check 1 EY: that name is plum!!!"" 
2 EY: do you know? 
3 EY: or do you want to more imformation/?? 
4 HJ: First one is Eggplant 
5 HJ: do you know what it is? 
6 EY: I don't know!! 
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7 DH: do you know what plum is? 
8 CY: please explain me 
9 CY: explain me what is ladle? 
10 DH: you don't know, right? 
11 CY: yep 
12 DH: you should move to a bowl, ok? 
13 DH: Grater 
14 DH: not great 
15 DH: got it? 
16 EM: looks like a bowLand . .it is made up .. for .. 
17 EM: a lot of the net 
18 EM: you got it? 
19 HL: I got it 
20 EM: and then .. you can cut that off into small sixe .. 
21 EM: okay? 
22 EM: *size 
23 EM: got it? 
24 HL: not device? 
25 HL: or what? Not machine? 
26 EM: it's device kinda ... 
In addition to these findings, in lines 8-12, CY, who is an information receiver, 
requests for the information for the word "ladle" (indicator); however, DH does a 
comprehension check before providing the information to CY to make sure his partner 
doesn't know the target word. This was due to DH's previous exchange with CY. When DH 
was providing information about the word "plum," CY looked up the target word in the 
dictionary and said to his partner that he knew the meaning of the word when DH introduced 
the word "plum." Thus, DH asked CY what the meaning of the word "plum" was and CY 
said it was "jadu," which is the Korean word for "plum." CY's behavior, looking up the 
target word in the online dictionary, discouraged negotiation, and actually there was no 
further negotiation. However, one noticeable finding is that in both immediate and delayed 
post-tests, CY received a low score (2 out of 4) for this word. Specifically, he received a 
score of 0 for both the written and oral production part in both immediate and delayed post-
tests. 
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Additionally, the need for negotiation was even signaled with an inappropriate 
response by one of the students. As shown in Example 4.10 below, in lines 1-7, JH tries to 
explain "ladle," after his partner's explicit statement of non-understanding, by using the word 
"lamen" (line 3), a kind of noodle which is very famous in Korea and Japan. The reaction to 
this response, however, came out inappropriately. SJ noticed the word "lamen," but he lacked 
the knowledge of the topic. Thus, he looked up this word in the dictionary, but he failed to 
find the definition of this word and gave an inappropriate response (line 4) to his partner. 
This inappropriate response signaled for further negotiation as can be seen in line 7. As Gass 
and Selinker (2001) note, the conversational flow is being interrupted in many ways to 
negotiate meaning and one of those interruptions can occur by the lack of knowledge of the 
topic, which in this case showed as an inappropriate response. 
Example 4.10 Inappropriate response (signal underlined) 
Inappropriate 1 JH: A ladle 
response 2 SJ: I don't know 
3 JH: Hm ... when you cook lamen, you need this stuff 
for .. 
4 SJ: is this effectable when we catch a cold? 
5 JH: soupo 
6 JH: no no 
7 JH: It is needed for liqiud 
The types of responses students used in this study brought up by the above signals are 
presented in Example 4.11. As can be seen in the example, the students responded to their 
partners by means of repetition, elaboration, ignoring, paraphrasing, and copying and pasting. 
These results are also found in other studies such as Pellettieri (2000) and Varonis and Gass 
(1985). As shown in lines 27, 32, and 34, EY was paraphrasing the definitions from an online 
dictionary. She did not copy and paste the whole definition, but she was using core 
information from the dictionary and adding some of her own words. She used this strategy 
when she was giving information to her partner, and she used it for all of her target words. 
Example 4.11 Types of responses (response underlined) 
a. Repetition 1 DH: In Korea we can call fry pan 
2 DH: but it is broken English 
b. Elaboration 
c. Ignoring 
d. Paraphrasing 
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3 DH: so 
4 DH: exact name is skillet 
5 DH: In Korea we can call fry pan but it is broken 
English so exact name is skillet 
6 
7 
8 
EY: big spoon 
HJ: big spoon" 
EY: and have a long handle used for serving soup 
9 CY: is it kind of pot? 
10 DH: kind of pan 
11 DH: In Korea we can call fry pan 
12 DH: but it is broken English 
13 DH: so 
14 DH: exact name is skillet 
15 EM: the thing to make sure .. .it's not the device ... when 
you can take off the crest 
16 EM: okay/? 
17 EM: just.. 
18 EM: for example, 
19 EM: you can put the the small pumpkins on it.. 
20 EM: an then ... you can cut that off into small sixe ... 
21 EM: okay? 
22 HJ: Describing about this food, its shape is square and 
cube 
23 HJ: do you know? 
24 EY: no!! but I need some time!!! 
25 EY: I want to buy a colander 
26 HJ: what is this? 
27 EY: this is a container in the shape of a bowl 
28 EY: this one have many holes 
29 HJ: when can we use it? 
30 EY: I want to buy grater 
31 HJ: what is it? 
32 EY: this one is a kitchen tool 
33 EY: and 
34 EY: has a rough surface 
35 HJ: so can we make juice? 
36 EY: yes 
37 HJ: I know what you mean 
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e. Copying and pasting 38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
CY: eggplant is a food 
DH: more 
CY: it's vegetables 
DH: more detail-
CY: It has purple color 
DH: detail!! 
DH: when can 1 eat 
45 CY: is a vegetable with a smooth, dark purple skin 
46 DH: gotlt 
47 DH: got it! 
48 CY: ok 
49 DH: can you make an egg? 
50 DH: are you chiken? 
52 CY: skillet is a shallow iron pan which is used for 
frying 
53 CY: no 
54 CY: Skillet is a shallow iron pan which is used for 
frying 
55 DH: it' thin?? 
56 CY: yep 
57 CY: got it? 
58 DH: next 
59 CY: Whisk 
60 DH: explain 
61 CY: Whisk is a kitchen tool used for whisking eggs or 
cream 
62 DH: next\ 
One surprising finding in this study was that one of the students responded to his 
partner by copying and pasting the definitions from the English-English dictionary which 
was provided to the students during the task completion. If we look at this result in a 
traditional way, as Varoniss and Gass has defined, this can not be categorized as negotiation; 
however, after a discussion with B. Smith (personal communication, April 21, 2006), we 
concluded that copying and pasting still does include trigger (T), indicator (I), and response 
(R). So, in one way, copying and pasting is not negotiation as it is not related to deeper 
involvement; however, in another way, it has T - 1 - R. 
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As shown in Example 4.11 above, in lines 45, 52, 54, and 61, CY was copying and 
pasting the definitions from the online dictionary. However, interestingly this reaction was 
triggered by his partner's request for more detailed information. As can be seen in lines 38-
44, DH was pushing CY to explain in more detail, and CY reacted to this request by copying 
and pasting the definition. As Gass and Selinker (2001) noted, CY might have been pushed 
to modify his previous utterance and tryout something new. CY explained all his target 
words (4) by copying and pasting the definitions from the online dictionary. 
The two post-test results showed that CY was able to recall (scored 4) three out of 
four target words in the immediate post-test. However, he failed to acquire these words in the 
delayed post-test; specifically, he scored 0 in both the spoken and written production parts in 
the delayed post-test for all four target lexical items, for which he had copied and pasted the 
definitions. On the other hand, his partner recalled all four target lexical items in the 
immediate post-test and retained two lexical items in the delayed post-test. Overall, the 
results showed that the information provider who copied and pasted the definition did not 
acquire the target words he was negotiating. Instead, his partner who received this response 
scored better than the information provider, and thus, this could be one downside of using 
this strategy. 
The following results shown in Example 4.12 revealed that the students were doing 
self-monitoring when they were interacting with their partners. They were self-repairing in 
their same turn before giving up a conversational turn to their partners. In many instances, 
spelling was the part that the students repaired the most and other parts were the definition of 
the word, syntax, and adding missing words. Most of the time, the students noticed their 
mistakes before their partner's turn and self-corrected the mistake. For example, in lines 7 
and 28, both students wrote the words "spargeti" and "eggfri" in the wrong forms, but they 
soon realized that it was not the correct form or felt not sure about the spelling. Thus, they 
decided to look them up in the dictionary to find the correct form and then repaired those 
words. However, the student SM, who looked up the word "spaghetti," still failed to provide 
the correct form. 
In addition, the other student who looked up the word "eggfri" had to go through 
several attempts before deciding to use the form "eggfry," which is not a proper English 
word. It is a "Konglish" term meaning fried eggs. "Konglish" is a Korean-English mix 
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mostly consisting of grammatical or usage errors from an English perspective, but it has been 
nativized into the Korean language. For his first attempt, he types in the word "eggfri," but 
the dictionary did not provide him with the meaning. On the second attempt, he types in 
"egg," but he still can not find the word he was looking for ("eggfry"), and thus, on his last 
attempt, he types in the word "fry" instead of "eggfri" and finds out that this was the word he 
was looking for and he repairs the word "eggfri" to "eggfry." 
Example 4.12 Self-repair (repaired part underlined) 
1 HJ: and long shap 
2 HJ: shpe 
3 HJ: shape 
4 HJ: what is that name/!?? 
5 EY: Raddish 
6 EY: Radish 
7 SM: when I cook the spargheti 
8 
9 
IS: I want you bring something for fodd 
IS: food 
10 DH: Do you know skillet? 
11 CY: skiller? 
12 DH: no 
13 CY: skillet? 
14 IS: it is composed by sponge 
15 IS: no 
16 IS: I am fault' 
17 IS: this tool is composed of steel line 
18 DH: it uses in kitchen 
19 DH: it is used in kitchen 
20 CY: I don't know what colander is but I know you 
are minster haha 
21 CY: sorry minster - > monster 
First repair 
Second repair 
Repairs to the correct form 
First he writes "spargeti," but 
he seems not sure about it, so 
he looks it up in the dictionary 
to check for the correct form. 
After looking it up in the 
dictionary, he inserts "h" after 
"g," but he still fails to notice 
the misspelling of Hr." 
Repairs to the correct form. 
He echoes the target word in 
the wrong form, 
but his partner indicates the 
mistake implicitly, and then 
he repairs the word which was 
triggered by his partner. 
He recognizes his mistake 
Repairs to the correct meaning. 
grammar 
He repairs the misspelling and 
also uses an error to indicate 
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22 DH: you can this one 
23 DH: you can use this one 
24 EM: or you can drawn the water fron that device 
25 EM: *from 
26 EM: and then .. you can cut that off into small sixe .. 
27 EM: *size 
28 SJ: when we make eggfri 
29 SJ: eggfry 
30 JH: Redish 
31 JH: for kimcji 
32 JH: kimchi-
33 JH: RADISH 
34 EY: do you know food name in use this one? 
35 EY: using this one 
the correct form. 
Inserts the missing word "use." 
Repairs to the correct form. 
She also uses * to indicate her 
misspelling. 
Repairs to the correct form and 
she also uses * to indicate her 
misspelling. 
He feels something is wrong 
with his spelling, so he looks it 
up in the dictionary to find the 
correct form. 
After several attempts, he 
finally repairs to the correct 
form. 
Not only repairs to the correct 
form but also uses capital 
letters to emphasize the correct 
form. 
Repairs to the correct form. 
Another interesting finding in this study is that two of the students used symbols to 
indicate their repairs when they were interacting with their partners. For example, in lines 25 
and 27, EM marked with an asterisk (*) to indicate that she misspelled the word "from" and 
"size," and in line 21, CY made an error symbol (- » to indicate his repair. Overall, the 
students were able to notice their mistakes and self-repaired them before giving up their 
conversation turns. This result corresponds with other studies (Kitade, 2000; Salaberry, 2000), 
which suggests that CM interaction allows the learners to self-correct their mistakes. 
In Example 4.13 below, the results clearly show that the students were negotiating the 
meaning of the word "plum." An interesting finding in this result was that when JH was 
explaining the word "plum" to his partner, he explained the meaning not only in commonly 
used ways, for example, what color it is, but also he used information drawn from 
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background knowledge of Korean culture. This can be interpreted in the way of learner 
strategies. However, JH failed to give the correct explanation to his partner because it seems 
that he confused the word "plum" with "peach." Peach is a fruit which is usually represented 
as forever life in Korean myth. 
Example 4.13 Example chat script of negotiation of meaning 
1 JH: It is 1 kilo of plums, do you know plums? 
2 SJ:no 
3 JH: hmmm .... ok 
4 JH: I introduvce this 
5 SJ: can you explain? 
6 JH: sure! 
7 JH: wait 
8 JH: hmmm 
9 JH: It is a kind of fruit 
10 JH: And ... 
11 JH: Red, but 
12 JH: We know well this famous color is pink! 
13 JH: Pink! 
14 JH: and ... 
15 SJ: I see 
16 JH: it is famous about forever life in Korean myth He explains a word "plum" 
by mentioning that it is 
famous for forever life in 
Korean myth. 
17 SJ: oh!!!! 
18 JH: Perfect! 
19 JH: Next! 
Moreover, most of the students explained "radish" by mentioning the word "Kimchi" 
which is from Korean background. Also, as shown in Example 4.14, HL explains the word 
"radish" by mentioning that "it looks like my leg and sometimes it is used to call thick legs." 
In Korea, the word "radish" is usually used to express piano legs, especially when referring 
to women. 
Example 4.14 Example chat script of learner strategy 
1 HL: the name is "Radish" 
2 HL: you can eat usually 
3 HL: and looks like my leg 
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4 HL: /\/\ 
5 HL: sometime call the thick leg Korean background used 
6 EM: got it.. 
Another interesting finding was that they also used "Konglish" terms, which was 
already mentioned in the previous results, to explain the target words. The "Konglish" terms 
used in this study are as follow: "mixer" (blender), "eggfry" (fried eggs), and "frypan" 
(skillet). One of the students actually mentioned that "it is broken English" when he was 
explaining "skillet." He explained to his partner that "In Korea we can call frypan" and then 
he added "but it is broken English so exact name is skillet." 
In Example 4.15, the results show how the students used conscious learning strategy 
while they were negotiating. CY explains the word "skillet" to his partner, but he makes a 
spelling mistake while explaining (lines 3 and 5). On day 2, his partner returns to the same 
strategy used by CY the day before. This result is consistent with Ellis's claim and De la 
Fuente's (2003) findings. According to Ellis (1995), the learners use conscious mechanisms 
to learn the meaning of the unknown words, which can be explained as semantic learning. In 
addition, the results show that students concentrated more on the meaning rather than the 
form. Thus, on day 2, DR clearly shows that he mapped the meaning to the form by 
providing the same sentence used the day before. This type of learning is called "explicit or 
conscious learning" by Ellis (1995) and he suggest that CM interaction used in these kinds of 
learning can facilitate the development of lexical items. 
Example 4.15 Example chat script of conscious learning strategy 
Day 1 
1 CY: Skillet 
2 DR: Skillet is next? 
3 CY: we usually use it for make an eye 
4 CY: yep 
5 CY: not eye egg 
6 DR: can you make an egg? 
7 DH: are you chiken? 
Notices the word. 
Spelling mistake while 
explaining 
8 CY: skillet is a shallow iron pan which is used for Definitions from dictionary 
frying 
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9 CY: no 
10 CY: skillet is a shallow iron pan which is used for 
frying 
11 DH: it' thin? 
12 CY: yep 
13 CY: got it? 
14 DH: next 
Day 2 
15 DH: skillet 
16 DH: make an eye 
17 DH: hhh 
18 DH: make an egg 
19 CY: next 
He explains the meaning of 
"skillet" by using the same 
strategy as his partner, which 
was his partner's mistake 
during the first day activity. 
Adding to the above results, one part of the data suggests that attention could be a 
crucial factor for learning. As many researchers stated (Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Schmidt, 
1990, 1993), negotiation needs attentiveness and involvement, which leads to learning. For 
example, when CY was negotiating the word "colander" with his partner, he was not paying 
much attention to the task. On first day activities, CY was receiving information from his 
partner, but he was not focusing on the task. On the second day activities, CY was 
negotiating the word "colander" with the role reversed. However, his partner was providing 
preemptive input; thus he had no opportunity to negotiate the meaning of this word. The 
results of both immediate and delayed post-tests showed that CY scored 0 for this word. 
To sum up the answers to the second research question, the results showed that all of 
the students were involved in negotiated interaction while completing their tasks, especially 
on the first day activities. All of the eight target lexical items prompted negotiation in all of 
the students. Moreover, students signaled the need for negotiation by means of requests for 
clarification, echo questions, explicit statements of non-understanding, comprehension 
checks, request for elaboration, and even inappropriate responses. To these signals, students 
responded by means of repetition, elaboration, ignoring, paraphrasing, and copying and 
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pasting. In addition to the above results, CM interaction allowed the students to self-repair 
and use conscious learning strategies. 
Online Dictionary and Negotiation of Meaning 
The third research question was whether ESL learners used an online dictionary 
during their interaction and whether it helped the learners to better negotiate the meaning. To 
answer this question, Camtasia recordings were viewed and notes were kept as the students 
clicked on the online dictionaries. The notes for each student contained the following 
information: the words which they looked up; the frequency of dictionary use; and the types 
of dictionaries. Then, the researcher analyzed the MSN messenger scripts to see whether the 
students used the words they looked up and whether they used the most appropriate form in 
the given context. This was noted in a separate sheet. After that, all of the information was 
added into four tables (Tables 4.6 to 4.9). The first column indicates the students; the second 
column lists the words each student looked up in online dictionaries; the third column 
presents the correct form of the words which were used by the students; the fourth column 
indicates the words which were used by the students in the activity; and the final column 
shows the frequency of lookup behavior for each looked up word. 
The results (Table 4.6 to 4.9) revealed that the students actively used the online 
dictionaries while completing their tasks. Most of them used the dictionary more frequently 
when they were providing information to their partners on the first day activities. As the type 
of activity used in this study was to solve the problem while doing the collaborative 
dialogues with partners, many words were looked up to better explain and describe the target 
items. In addition, students used dictionaries depending on their needs. The following 
examples are some of the reasons found in the data for the students' lookup behavior: 1) To 
find the meaning of new words which they have encountered while doing their tasks; 2) for 
spelling checks; and 3) to explain and give more information about the target items to their 
partners. In addition, all three versions (English-Korean, Korean-English, and English-
English) of the dictionaries were used while the students were doing their tasks. Specifically, 
the Korean-English version of the online dictionary was more frequently used than any other 
version when they were providing information on the first day activities. However, as noted 
(*) in the results, some of the Korean words (transitive verbs) which the students typed in 
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have many possible definitions in English according to context. Thus, in some instances, they 
failed to find the most appropriate words in the given context, and this result is presented in 
the last part of this chapter. 
As shown in Table 4.6, some students used the online dictionaries to check their 
spelling mistakes before sending the message to their partners. For example, SM was typing 
the word "spaghetti," but soon he realized that he was not sure about the spelling, and thus he 
looked it up in a Korean-English dictionary before sending the message to his partner. 
Likewise, DH used the Korean-English dictionary to find the word "~A" which means 
"sauce" in English. This word in Korean has the same sound as in English, and thus, in this 
case it can be assumed he was checking for spelling. While the students were correcting their 
spelling mistakes, the students first looked up a word in the dictionary, and then, they typed 
each spelling into their messenger screen by going back and forth. This kind of behavior may 
allow the students to focus their attention on the language forms they are using while 
completing the task. These results suggest that synchronous interactive tasks can allow the 
learners to focus their attention on language forms (Kitade, 2000; Salaberry, 2000). In 
addition, one interesting finding was that some students used the online dictionary in creative 
ways. As already mentioned in the results part for the second research question, they either 
paraphrased or copied and pasted the definitions from the English-English dictionary. 
Table 4.6 Online dictionary use for first day activities (giving information) 
Student Words looked up Correct form Used form Frequency 
EY Plum Paraphrase definitions 2 
Ladle from the dictionary 1 
Colander 1 
Grater 1 
HI ~lji71(sliced white- Sliced (cubed) white- Sliced (cubed) white- 1 
radish kimchi) radish kimchi radish kimchi 
~~12:l7<ll(hexagon) Hexagon Cube 1 
IH ~~(myth) Myth Myth 1 
2. ~(concave) Concave Not used I 
SCf-(scoop)* Scoop Scoop up 1 
~~~Cf-(flat) Aat Aat 1 
£D~(cutting board) Cutting board Plastic board 1 
~Nlt~(rectangle) Rectangle Rectangle 1 
SJ .!i!.2~~(violet) Violet Violet 1 
~~(vegetable) Vegetable Not used 1 
2.ol(cucumber) Cucumber Cucumber 1 
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'i!!~(side dish) Side dish Side dish 1 
Fri Fry Not used 3 
Egg Egg Egg 1 
F-l1iE!"~2~OI(fried eggs) Fried eggs Not used 1 
Fried Fried Not in the dictionary 1 
Fry Fry Eggfry 1 
£::r(tool) Utensil/appliance Appliance 1 
~cHstir)* Beat (the eggs) Fails to find 1 
7~~(foam) Beat (the eggs) Make bubbles 1 
IS 2. 0 I(cucumber) Cucumber Cucumber 1 
SM 11/-iJ(fruit) Fruit Fruit(spelling check) 1 
Jj'-c~(scoop)* Scoop Draw 1 
'E!j1::!1(pot) Pot Pot 1 
7~.5.cHfi1ter)* Drain Filter 1 
~II~7iIEI(spaghetti) Spaghetti Spargheti(spelling check) 1 
Pore Hole Pore 1 
@(juice) Juice Juice 1 
Rough surface Blade 1 ~(blade) Receptacle/container Bowl 1 
:I~(receptacle) Manual Manual 1 
*~(manual) Radish Radish 1 
.!f-(radish) Grind/rub Rub 1 
I::! I I::! I CHrub)* 
EM :I-i-(net) Hole Net 1 
HL 7~~(foam) Beat (the eggs) Make bubbles 1 
CY O~~( vegetable) Finds the meaning. 1 
.!:2:2Hpurple) Finds the meaning. 1 
Eggplant Copy and paste 1 
Radish Copy and paste 1 
Skillet Copy and paste 2 
Eye Finds the meaning. 1 
~2~OI(Fry) Not in the dictionary 1 
~~~2~OI(fried eggs) Fried eggs Fails to find 1 
Whisk Copy and paste 2 
DH Ladle Looks up the target word. 1 
!:£c~(scoop)* Not used 
~71~(move)* Scoop Move 1 
Minster Place Monster 1 
O~11/-atcHfilter)* Monster Filter 1 
~cHgrind)* Drain Fails to find at 1 
Grind/rub first,second, third try, and 4 
uses rub at forth 
~~(sauce) Sauce (spelling check) 1 
.. Note. * = Korean transitive verbs which have more than one defimtlOn In EnglIsh, Copy and paste = copied 
and pasted the definitions from the dictionary, Fail to find = failed to find the word in the dictionary 
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In Table 4.7 below, the number of words which the students looked up while 
receiving information decreased relative to when they were giving information to their 
partners. Moreover, while receiving information, the English-Korean dictionary was used 
more frequently than any other dictionary. The students looked up the meaning of unknown 
words provided by their partners. However, as can be seen from the results, some of the 
students looked up the target words while they were doing their activities. 
Table 4.7 Online dictionary use for first day activities (receiving information) 
Student Words looked up Correct form Used form Frequency 
EY Purple Finds the meaning. I 
Volume Finds the meaning. I 
Eggplant Finds the meaning. 1 
Color Finds the meaning. 1 
Slice Finds the meaning. I 
Square Finds the meaning. 1 
Cube Finds the meaning. 1 
HJ None 0 
JH None 0 
SJ Ml(seed) Seed Not used 1 
Stuff Finds the meaning. 
Scoop Scoop In the definition, he saw I 
the word "ladle" in I 
Korean. 
Colander Looks up the target word. 1 
Apparatus Finds the meaning. I Finds the meaning. 1 Operate Finds the meaning. 1 Manual 
IS t2j I:jl(pot) Pot Finds the meaning. 1 
Looks up the target word. 1 
jjJ(colander) Finds the meaning. 1 
Radish 
SM None 0 
EM None 0 
HL Crest Finds the meaning. 1 
CY Plum Looks up the target word. 1 
Radle Ladle Tries to look up, but typed 2 
in the wrong spelling. 
Rub Finds the meaning. 1 
DH Shallow Finds the meaning. 1 
Whisk Looks up the target word. 1 
As presented in Table 4.8, only few words were looked up while doing the second 
day activities, regardless of whether they were providing or receiving information. Also, as in 
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the first day activities, one student used the dictionary for spelling check and the other two 
students used the dictionary for explaining the target items to their partners. However, CY 
looked up the target words ("eggplant" and "radish") again while doing his second day 
activities. 
Table 4.8 Online dictionary use for second day activities 
Giving information 
Student Words looked up Correct form Used form Frequency 
EY None 0 
HJ None 0 
JH None 0 
SJ .TIt~(fruit) Fruit Fruit 1 
Hole Hole (spelling check) 1 
IS None 0 
SM 7~~(foam) Beat (the eggs) Make the bubble 1 
EM None 0 
HL None 0 
CY Colander Copy and paste 1 
DH None 0 
Receiving information 
EY None 0 
HJ None 0 
JH None 0 
SJ None 0 
IS None 0 
SM None 0 
EM ~Chstir) Beat (the eggs) Solve the egg 1 
HL None 0 
CY Eggplant Looks up the target I 
word. 
Radish Looks up the target 1 
word. 
DH None 0 
.. Note. Copy and paste = copIed and pasted the defimtIons from the dIctIOnary 
As mentioned in the earlier part of this section, the results revealed that, in some 
instances, students failed to select the most appropriate words for the given context. For 
example, in Example 4.16, SM looked up the Korean word "7~sC~" which means "filter, 
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leach, strain, or percolate" in English to explain "colander" to his partner. However, he chose 
the word "filter" instead of "drain," which would have been more appropriate in this context. 
Example 4.16 Inappropriate word choice 
1 SM: and 1 colander 
2 IS: also I don't know 
3 IS: what kind of the material 
4 SM: it used for filtering noodle and water 
5 IS: is it kind of plastic with very many pores? 
6 SM: when I cook the spargheti 
7 SM: right 
8 IS: ok 
Looks up the word. 
Some other examples of inappropriate selection of words are presented in Table 4.9 
below. As can be seen in the results, most of the students looked up the words like "drain" 
and "holes" to explain "colander" to their partners. However, they failed to select the most 
appropriate words in the given context. Thus, they chose the words like "filter," "pores," and 
"net." Similar to the above example, the students chose inappropriate words like "bowl," 
"blade," "move," and "make bubbles" instead of "container," "rough surface," "place," and 
"beat" when they were explaining "grater" and "whisk." 
In addition, one of the students was trying to explain "whisk" to his partner, and he 
wanted to explain that this tool is used when beating eggs~ however, he typed in a Korean 
word "~C~," which has more than ten different definitions in English according to its 
context. As a result, he gave up reading all of the definitions, and instead he used the phrase 
"when we make bubble." Likewise, when the definitions contained long or complex 
vocabulary words, the students were more likely to avoid the words they found, and instead 
they used other words which were simpler. For example, JH looked up the word 
".2. 9-( concave)" when he was explaining "colander" to his partner, but when he saw the 
word "concave," he did not use this word. Similarly, HJ typed in a Korean word 
"~~I2:!~~I(hexagon)," but when she saw the word "hexagon" in the dictionary, she used 
"cube" instead. Interestingly, 7 to 8 students scored low (0 to 2) in both immediate and 
delayed post-tests (Table 4.9). 
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The above results show that some of the learners might have been overwhelmed by 
the use of the online dictionary. One possible assumption might be due to the complexity of 
the online dictionary which is directly drawn from the Internet. This type of dictionary might 
not be helpful to the learners, but a simplified version of an online dictionary, some other 
kind of help options, or links to the definition directly from the text could play an effective 
role in the eM interaction tasks. 
Table 4.9 Inappropriate selection of the words in the given context 
Target word Used form Correct form Post-test scores 
Colander Filter Drain 7 out of 10 students scored 0 in 
Colander Pores Holes both post-tests. 
Colander Net Holes 
Grater Bowl Receptacle/container 8 out of 10 students scored less 
Grater Blade Rough surface 
than 2 (4) in both post-tests. 
Ladle Move Place 7 out of 10 students scored less 
than 2 (4) in both ~ost-tests. 
Whisk Make bubbles Beat 7 out of 10 students scored less 
than 2 (4) in both post-tests. 
Finally, as shown in Example 4.17, some of the students were pushing their partners 
to use the online dictionary by explicitly mentioning the phrases like "find it" or "search the 
dictionary." For example, in line 12, when DH was negotiating the meaning of "grater," he 
says "find it" to his partner. Another example in line 23 shows that JH was telling his partner 
to search the dictionary when he was explaining "ladle." For both cases, the information 
receiver did actually look up the words in the dictionary. In terms of attitudes toward the 
online dictionary, one student mentioned in the follow-up survey that it was useful while 
doing the interactive tasks. He/she commented, "I think it was harder than face-to-face 
activity but because of the online dictionary I felt little easy in explaining." As mentioned in 
the previous results, in some instances, the students felt a little overwhelmed by the online 
dictionary which was directly drawn from the Internet; however, most of the time, it seemed 
useful to students, especially when doing the interactive tasks. It seemed that the online 
dictionary was providing the opportunities to focus on form and to better understand and 
explain new vocabulary words to learners. 
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Example 4.17 Explicit requests for online dictionary search (request underlined) 
1 DH: you rub some food on this item 
2 CY: Can we finish it until today> 
3 CY:?? 
4 CY: grater is a food? 
5 DH: nono 
6 DH: on grater 
7 DH: you can rub some food on this item 
8 DH: like potato\ 
9 DH: apple 
10 CY: what you mean we rub some food on grate?r 
11 DH: etc. 
12 DH: if you don't know mean the rub, find it DH asks to find the word in 
the dictionary. 
13 CY: you like potato doesn;t you? 
14 CY: sorry man I just played with you 
15 CY: I know what grater is haha 
16 JH: But it is not made by gold or silver 
17 SJ: do you have this stuff now? 
18 JH: No! 
19 JH: Ah! 
20 JH: Wai 
21 JH: We need this stuff for scoop up soup 
22 JH: Scoop up! 
23 JH: Search dictionary! kk 
24 SJ:lsee 
CY says he knows the word, 
but actually he looked it up 
in the dictionary. 
JH asks his partner to search 
the dictionary. 
SJ looks up the word 
"scoop." 
To summarize the results for the third research question, it was found that students 
were actively using online dictionaries, especially for spelling checks and to explain the 
target lexical items to their partners. The dictionaries were more frequently used for the first 
day activities (87 times) than for the second day activities (7 times). Moreover, students used 
the online dictionaries more frequently when they were information providers; they used the 
dictionaries 63 times on the first day activities and 4 times on the second day activities. 
However, they only used the online dictionaries 24 times on the first day activities and 3 
times on the second day activities when they were information receivers. Overall, the 
students looked up online dictionaries a total of 94 times while doing their 2 day activities, 
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and among those, 29 times were not successful. The reasons were as follow: failure to find 
the words in the dictionary; words not included in the dictionary; words copied and pasted as 
the definition; difficult words; and the search of the target lexical item. Some of the students 
used the online dictionary in creative ways, like paraphrasing and copying and pasting the 
definitions; however, in some instances, students failed to find the most appropriate words in 
the given context when using the online dictionary directly drawn from the Internet. 
Conclusion 
This chapter presented the answers to three research questions for this study. Both 
quantitative and qualitative data were used to investigate the research questions. The first 
research question addressed whether CM interaction helped ESL learners to acquire new 
lexical items; it was revealed that the students were able to recall more than half of the target 
lexical items in the immediate post-test and retain similar results in the 3 week delayed post-
test. The second research question asked if CM interaction helped ESL learners to negotiate 
the meaning of new lexical items; it was found that all of the students were involved in 
negotiated interaction while completing their tasks, and all eight target lexical items 
prompted negotiation. The third research question dealt with whether ESL learners used an 
online dictionary during their interaction and whether it helped the learners to better 
negotiate the meaning; the data showed that the students actively used online dictionaries 
when they were information providers on the first day activities, but in some instances, the 
online dictionary did not sufficiently help the learners to understand the words. 
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 
This study investigated the effectiveness of a eM interaction task and an online 
dictionary on the incidental acquisition of second language vocabulary words. The study 
discussed some positive aspects of eM interaction on ESL learners' lexical development. 
Specifically, the data revealed that the students were all engaged in negotiated interaction, 
and various types of interactional modifications were observed. Moreover, the online 
dictionary was actively used by the students while completing their interactive tasks; 
however, in some instances, the dictionary did not sufficiently help the students to 
understand the words. Along with a summary of the results, some of the technical and non-
technical difficulties that arose during the investigation are presented. Then, certain 
limitations observed in this study and implications for teachers and material developers are 
presented. Finally, further suggestions for future research studies are provided in the final 
section of this chapter. 
Summary of Results 
The results of this study showed that a eM interaction task helped the students to 
recall more than half of the target lexical items, which were previously unknown, in the 
immediate post-test and to retain these words in the delayed post-test. The results of two 
post-tests and total word scores for individual words showed that eM negotiated interaction 
best helped the learners to acquire new lexical items in both oral and written productive and 
receptive knowledge when they interacted with the words which had relevance to students' 
real-world. For example, six out of ten students recalled the word "radish," and among those 
students, four students acquired this word in the delayed post-test. The results from the chat 
scripts revealed that the students were not only explaining the word "radish" in commonly 
used ways (what color it is, what shape it is, etc.), but they also used information drawn from 
background knowledge of Korean culture. 
All of the students explained the word "radish" by mentioning "Kimchi," which is a 
very famous side dish in Korea. Thus, the word "Kimchi" was very closely related to their 
daily lives. Moreover, five out of ten students recalled the word "eggplant," and among them, 
four students acquired this word as indicated by the delayed post-test. The students explained 
the word "eggplant" by mentioning the word "cucumber," which is a vegetable they might 
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have easily encountered in their daily lives, and also the word "cucumber" seemed easier to 
picture. 
However, more than six out of ten students failed to acquire the words like "ladle" 
and "colander." The results revealed that the students were using inappropriate vocabulary 
words when they were explaining these target items to their partners, thus obstructing the 
students from comprehending the target word fully. For example, the words like "pore," 
"net," and "filter" were used when they were explaining "colander." Similarly, the students 
used a word or phrases like "silverware," "big spoon," "deep spoon," or "looks like hook" 
when they were explaining "ladle." The students' explanations which had inappropriate 
words brought about many instances of misunderstanding and in some cases the students 
were responding inappropriately. 
In addition, most of the students had a positive attitude towards CM interaction, and 
they found synchronous chat as an interesting way of learning. In the students' questionnaire 
responses, seven out of ten students indicated that they liked using instant messenger. Some 
of the students felt that it was less threatening than face-to-face environment and also it 
allowed them to have time to prepare for what they wanted to say. One student commented, 
"The strong point is that I can re-read and re-think about what I have written so I can correct 
my grammars or any mistakes until I get the right sentence." For the attitudes toward the 
type of activity, nine out of ten students found this type of activity as an interesting way of 
learning. Additionally, all (10) of the students had a positive attitude towards using this type 
of activity in their English classes. Most of the students thought this type of activity would 
motivate and help the students to acquire new vocabulary words. 
The results from the second research question showed that ESL learners can and do 
engage in negotiation of meaning when they encounter comprehension problems while 
completing their activities in a CM environment. All of the students were involved in 
negotiated interaction while completing their tasks, especially on the first day activities. 
However, there were fewer instances of negotiation on the second day activities, and it can 
be assumed that the students have been efficient in learning on the second day. Additionally, 
all of the eight target lexical items prompted negotiation in all of the students. In their 
negotiation routines, various types of signals and responses were observed. The students 
were signaling the need of negotiation by means of requests for clarification, echo questions, 
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explicit statement of non-understanding, comprehension checks, request for elaboration, and 
inappropriate responses. To these signals, the students were responding by means of 
repetition, elaboration, ignoring, paraphrasing, and copying and pasting. 
One interesting finding in this study was that one student copied and pasted the 
definitions from the online dictionary while he was responding to his partner. This happened 
when he was pushed by his partner to modify his previous utterance and try out something 
new. However, the two post-test results showed that the information provider, the student 
who copied and pasted the definitions, did not acquire the target words he was negotiating. 
Instead, his partner, who received this response, scored better than the information provider, 
thus, indicating that this could be one downside of using this strategy. In addition, CM 
interaction allowed the students to self-repair, and some of the students even used symbols to 
indicate their mistakes. Moreover, CM interaction was effective in focusing the learners' 
attention to the form and meaning of new lexical items. The students were consciously 
learning the new language, and also some of the data supported the idea that attention might 
be a crucial factor in learning. 
Finally, the results from the third research question indicated that all of the students 
were actively using the online dictionaries for the first day activities, especially when 
providing information. The students were using online dictionaries for spelling checks and to 
explain the target lexical items to their partners. Overall, the students looked up online 
dictionaries a total of 95 times while doing their two day activities, and among those, 29 
times were not successful. The reasons were as follows: failure to find the words in the 
dictionary, words not included in the dictionary, words copied and pasted as the definition, 
difficult words, and search of the target lexical items. However, the use of the online 
dictionary did not sufficiently help the ESL learners to understand the words. In some 
instances, the students failed to select the most appropriate words in the given context, thus, 
blocking the students from fully understanding their conversations. For example, if a word 
they looked up in the dictionary contained several definitions according to its context, they 
did not use the words they found. Similarly, when the definitions contained long or complex 
vocabulary words, the students were more likely to avoid the words they found, and instead 
used other simpler words. However, this inappropriate selection of words brought quite a few 
instances of misunderstanding, and some of the students responded inappropriately. As a 
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result, most of the students (7 to 8) scored low, 0 to 2, in both immediate and delayed post-
tests. These results show that the students might have been overwhelmed by the use of the 
online dictionary. One possible assumption might be due to the complexity of the online 
dictionary which is directly drawn from the Internet. However, unlike other research studies, 
in this study the students actively used the online dictionaries. The researcher suggests that 
the type of activity and the students' proficiency level might have affected this result. In 
addition, in Korea, many students are familiar with using electronic dictionaries which are 
small devices they can carry around to look up a word by just pressing buttons. Thus, it was 
easier and more convenient for the students to look up a new word online than looking up a 
word in the traditional way. 
Problems and Consequences 
One technical difficulty arose while the learners were completing their treatment 
activities. As this study was performed in the researcher's apartment, the speed of the 
Internet was not fast, and thus, in several instances the MSN messenger stopped due to the 
slow speed. The flow of the activity in these instances was somewhat unsmooth. However, 
most of the time, the flow of the activity was smooth throughout the task, and the students 
did not complain about this matter. Consequently, the researcher did not consider this 
difficulty a matter which affected the task performance or test scores. 
One of the main non-technical difficulties the researcher experienced was related to 
the learners' online dictionary lookup behavior. As noted in the results of the online 
dictionary use, some of the students looked up the target words while they were receiving 
information from their partners. In some instances, this behavior discouraged negotiation 
with the partner from proceeding. For example, a student, CY, looked up the target word 
"plum" in the dictionary when he was receiving information about this item, and this 
behavior brought no further negotiation. However, CY received a low score (2 out of 4) for 
this word in both the immediate and delayed post-tests, and specifically, he scored 0 in both 
the oral and written production part of two post-tests. This might have happened because the 
researcher, while explaining the procedure, might not have emphasized enough not looking 
up the target words on the online dictionary. However, two students looked up target words 
and this might have affected the scores of the two post-tests. 
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Limitations of the Study 
If this study were to be replicated, certain changes should be addressed. First of all, 
for a future study, the time and location for the experiment should be reconsidered. This 
study was conducted at night after students had attended a full day of classes, or in one 
instance, had worked all day, and the students were all tired and wanted to finish the activity 
quickly. This might have affected the results of this study, so performing the study as a class 
project could address this limitation. Another problem in conducting this study was finding a 
place which satisfied both Internet speed and provided separate rooms for each student. 
Implications 
The data collected from the pre-test and two post-tests, questionnaire responses, and 
Camtasia recordings provide important implications for teachers and material developers. 
The students' pre-test and two post-test scores indicated that the CM negotiated interaction 
task helped the students to acquire new lexical items, especially when the students interacted 
with the words. Moreover, the questionnaire data suggest students had an increased level of 
motivation while completing their tasks. They found synchronous chat as interesting and a 
new way of learning. Overall, the results showed that the synchronous CM environment can 
be an effective learning context which offers enjoyment and interactive learning 
opportunities to the students. Therefore, the teachers, especially in EFL context, and material 
developers could use a similar kind of task to increase student motivation and acquisition of 
incidental vocabulary words. 
In addition, the findings from the students' chat scripts indicated that the ESL learners 
can and do engage in negotiation of meaning when they encounter comprehension problems 
while completing their tasks. This result suggests that CM interaction and an information-gap 
task can generate negotiation of meaning. In addition, the results showed that most of the 
negotiations were generated by lexical items, which means this type of task can be helpful for 
facilitating the development of new vocabulary words. Moreover, various types of 
interactional modifications which have been claimed to facilitate language acquisition were 
observed among students. The students used various strategies while completing their 
activities in a eM environment, and in some instances, the students employed new and 
creative strategies (copying and pasting, requesting for elaboration, and paraphrasing). This 
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result suggests that the CM environment is in need for further investigation; however, these 
data also infer that the students are able to adapt to this new environment by employing 
alternative strategies. The students have taken full advantage of the flexibility offered by the 
CM environment. The researcher suggests CMC empowers and encourages the students to 
find their own effective learning strategies. It appears that CMC could provide an effective 
learning environment to the students in an EFL context like Korea. In the Korean education 
system, it is natural for the teachers to spoon-feed information to the students, and thus, 
Korean students tend to be passive and rote learners. However, the findings from this study 
suggest that CMC could be integrated into the Korean education system and encourage the 
students to be active and creative learners. 
However, the results for online dictionary use suggested that the students might be 
overwhelmed by the use of the online dictionary which is directly drawn from the Internet. 
Thus, it would be more useful to learners if a simplified version of an online dictionary, some 
other kind of help options, or links to the definition directly from the text were included in 
the CM interaction tasks. 
Suggestions for Further Research 
For future investigation, first, multiple kinds of lexical items need to be explored. In 
this research, only simple lexical items, specifically, food and kitchen related nouns, were 
investigated. Hence, more complex lexical items are in need of exploration. Second, a 
different research setting should be considered to enable the students to do the interactive 
task more conveniently. Third, as each student might apply a different strategy while 
completing the interactive task, for future research, a different sample of participants should 
be investigated. Finally, the effects of task types (open, closed) and multiple help options in 
CM interaction are in need of more research. 
In this study, the Camtasia program was used to monitor how the students used online 
dictionaries. All movements, including dictionaries visited and words looked up, were 
captured and saved as video files. The program allowed the researcher to capture both the 
online dictionary use and the entire activity of the students while completing their tasks. Thus, 
through this program, the researcher was able to monitor how the students actually used 
online dictionaries while completing their tasks and why the dictionary was used. Even 
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though reviewing videos of each student is time-consuming, this methodology was helpful in 
better understanding the students' behaviors. 
Conclusion 
The findings from this study provide some positive aspects of eM interaction on ESL 
learners' lexical development. The CM interaction task allowed the students to negotiate the 
meaning of new lexical items and various types of interactional modifications were observed. 
The results showed that the synchronous CM environment can be an effective learning 
context which offers enjoyment and collaborative learning opportunities to the students. In 
addition, unlike other research studies, in this study, the online dictionary was actively used 
by the students while completing their interactive tasks. This finding can provide a point of 
departure for further exploration into the use of the online dictionary for future researchers. 
Furthermore, more research is needed to examine the effects of other variables, such as the 
task types, participants' proficiency level, and multiple help options. Moreover, mUltiple 
kinds of lexical items need to be explored. 
This study has provided useful information on using CM interaction tasks and an 
online dictionary to teach new vocabulary words to the students in an EFL context. It seems 
that the students enjoyed the flexibility offered by the CM environment and so were 
encouraged to find their own effective learning strategies. It is, thus, possible that CMC 
could provide an effective learning environment to the students in an EFL context like Korea. 
Also, the findings from this study suggest that CMC could be integrated into the Korean 
education system and encourage the students to be active and creative learners. Therefore, it 
is further requested that teachers and material developers take the implications discussed in 
this study to increase student motivation and acquisition of incidental vocabulary words. 
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APPENDIX A. SAMPLE OF TASK 
Task 1 
Group 1 (Student A) 
Name: 
Instructions: You just moved into a new apartment and need some foods and kitchen 
items. Your friend is going to the supermarket. Below is a list of Four (4) things you 
need, in order to prepare your dinner. You can not use the phone to talk to himlher, so 
you are going to use the virtual chat. Tell himlher what you need. DO NOT use Korean to 
do this task. If slhe does not understand what slhe has to buy, explain to himlher IN 
ENGLISH using all resources you can (describing in detail). There is no time limit to go 
through the list and negotiate with your friend. 
[Each item had an image accompanying] 
1 Eggplant (7~;x:1) 
1 Skillet (*2~OIIt!!) 
1 Radish (.Ef) 
1 Whisk (~IA3.) 
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APPENDIX A. (continued) 
Task 1 
Group 1 (Student B) 
Name: ____________________________ __ 
Instructions: You are going to the supermarket. Your friend is going to tell you the Four 
(4) things s/he needs in order to prepare his/her first dinner when s/he moved into a new 
apartment. S/he cannot use the phone; instead, s/he is going to use the virtual chat to 
communicate with you. Read carefully his/her instructions. If you do not understand what 
you need to buy, ask himlher questions requesting clarification. DO NOT USE KOREAN 
to do this task. In the blank shopping list below, write down the things s/he wants you to 
buy. Starting with number 1, write the name in English (as you hear it) and the translation 
in Korean to the right. 
Write the name of the items your partner wants you to buy in English and Korean. 
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APPENDIX B. ORAL TESTS 
Oral test: Production 
Please record IN ENGLISH what you see in each of the pictures. 
Oral test: Reception 
Listen to the following English words, and record a KOREAN TRANSLATION for each 
of them. 
APPENDIX C. WRITTEN TESTS 
Written test: Production 
Look at these pictures and write the name in English in the spaces provided. 
[An image was provided for each item, for a total of eight images] 
1. _______ _ 2. ______________ _ 
3. _______ _ 4. ______________ _ 
5. __________ _ 6. ______________ _ 
7. __________ _ 8. ___________ __ 
Written test: Rece tion 
Provide an equivalent in Korean for the following English words. 
1. Plum 
2. Colander 
3. Whisk 
4. Eggplant 
5. Grater 
6. Skillet 
7. Ladle 
8. Radish 
71 
APPENDIX D. TARGET LEXICAL ITEMS 
Task 1 items 
Colander Grater Ladle Plum 
Task 2 items 
Radish Whisk Skillet Eggplant 
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APPENDIX E. SCREENSHOT OF MSN MESSENGER AND ONLINE DICTIONARY 
USE 
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APPENDIX F. SCREENSHOT OF MSN MESSENGER AND PICTURE OF TARGET 
ITEM 
73 
APPENDIX G. SAMPLE OF SURVEY 
This survey aims at getting feedback on the computer-mediated interaction you did for two 
days. Please complete the following questions. You can complete the survey in Korean or 
English. Use the back if necessary. 
1. You used MSN instant messenger to do this activity, how did you feel about using instant 
messenger instead of face-to-face interaction? 
2. What do you think about this type of activity? 
3. What do you think about doing this type of activity in your English classes? 
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APPENDIX H. INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN TO STUDENTS 
Instructions: 
Today you are going to complete a paired on-line activity with your partner. Please sit in 
front of the computer which is given to you. When you are ready, please let me know and 
then you will receive a task sheet which contains an activity you have to complete with your 
partner. You and your partner will receive different parts each. Whole activity will be done 
by using MSN messenger and this is already opened for you. While doing the activity, you 
are allowed to use three versions of online dictionaries (Naver.com) and to look at the 
pictures of target items. These screens are already opened for you. Please read the 
instructions on the task sheet carefully. If you have any questions, please ask me before the 
activity begins. If you have any problems with the computer while you are doing the activity, 
please call me and leave the computer as it is. I will come over to help you. You don't have 
any time constraints. 
) Please do not use Korean. 
) Please wait for me to start the recording before you start the activity. 
) When you are finished with your activity, do not close any screens. Let me know you 
are done so I can stop the recording. 
Thank you 
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APPENDIX I. PRE-TEST RESULT 
EY HJ JH SJ IS SM EM HL 
w~rodp 
radish 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ladle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
grater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
eggRlant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skillet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
plum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
sprodp 
radish 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ladle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
grater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
eggplant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
skillet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 lum 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
wrcptp 
radish 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ladle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
_grater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
eggplant 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
skillet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
plum 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
srcptp 
radish 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
ladle 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
grater 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
eggplant 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
skillet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
plum 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 
Note. wprodp - wrItten productive pre-test, sprodp = spoken productIve pre-test, 
wrcptp = written receptive pre-test, srcptp = spoken receptive pre-test. 
CY DH Total 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 
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APPENDIX J. IMMEDIATE POST ·TEST RESULT 
EY HJ JH SJ IS SM EM HL CY DH Total 
wprodl 
radish 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
ladle 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
grater 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
eggplant 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 
skillet 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
plum 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
sprodl 
radish 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
ladle 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
grater 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 
skillet 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
plum 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 
whisk 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
wrcptl 
radish 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
ladle 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
grater 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 
eggplant 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
skillet 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 
plum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
whisk 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
srcptl 
radish 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
ladle 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
grater 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
skillet 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 
plum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
whisk 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Total 21 17 16 9 21 14 30 14 16 24 
Note. wprodl= WrItten productive Immediate post-test, sprodl= spoken productive Immediate post-test, 
wrcptl= written receptive immediate post-test, srcptl= spoken receptive immediate post-test. 
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APPENDIX K. DELAYED POST ·TEST RESULT 
EY HJ JH SJ IS SM EM HL CY DH 
wprod2 
radish 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 
ladle 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
grater 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 
skillet 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
plum 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
whisk 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
sprod2 
radish 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 
ladle 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
grater 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 
skillet 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
plum 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 
whisk 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
wrcpt2 
radish 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
ladle I 0 1 I 0 0 1 0 0 0 
grater 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 1 I 1 1 1 1 I 
skillet 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 I 1 0 0 1 
plum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
whisk 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
srcpt2 
radish 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
ladle 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
grater 1 0 I 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 
eggplant 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
skillet 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 
colander 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
plum 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
whisk 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 
Total 22 14 15 12 15 15 30 15 10 16 
Note. wprod2= wrItten productIve delayed post-test, sprod2= spoken productive delayed post-test, 
wrcpt2= written receptive delayed post-test, srcpt2= spoken receptive delayed post-test. 
Total 
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